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CURRENT TOPICS. 





Vicz-Caancettor Bacon will intermit his sittings for a few days 
at the close of this week, and will not resume them until Friday 
next. 





We setreve that the new scale of solicitors’ charges in bank- 
ruptcy matters has been practically settled, and that its publication 
at an early date may be anticipated. 





THERE ARE UNDERSTOOD to be about seventy actions in the books 
of the Chancery Division marked with the ominous letters 
“Q. B.”; and it is anticipated that an order for the transfer of 
these actions to the Queen’s Bench Division will shortly be made. 





We vnperstanD that a special report on the new Bankruptcy Act 
and Rules, together with a suggested scale in detail of costs which 
should be allowed to the solicitors in bankruptcy proceedings, has 
been prepared by the committee of the Incorporated Law Society 
appointed to watch the practice under the new Rules of the Supreme 
Court, and the new Bankruptcy Act and Rules, and that the report 
and scale are now before the proper authorities. 





Mr. Roscoxz’s reply to Mr. Crownrr’s question at the recent 
meeting of the Incorporated Law Society, as given by our reporter, 
appeared to mean that the Chancery Chambers Committee had dealt 
with ord. 65, r. 11, in a way conducive to the honour and interests of 
the profession. Our readers will share the regret with which we 
learn that this was not Mr. Roscor’s meaning. What he really 
said was that, as a member of the committee, he had dealt with 
the question in the way which he considered to be most conducive to 
the honour and interests of the profession. Whatever may be 
the result of his efforts, no one, we imagine, will entertain the 
least doubt on that point. 





Tue IncorporateD Law Socrery’s Calendar for 1885 has not 
reached us up to the time of our going to press, but we under- 
stand that it is expected to see the light by the close of the present 
week, and we shall no doubt be in a position to say something 
about it in our next issue. Judging from the published announce- 
ments which have followed in the wake of a paper of Mr. B. G. 
Lake read at the society’s last provincial meeting, and of a resolu- 
tion on the subject passed at that meeting, the present issue of 
the Calendar is designed to mark an entirely new departure. It 
appears that it has been decided to include in it much information 
not contained in the previous editions, and in particular a complete 
list of practising barristers; and no secret is made of the society’s 
aiming to supersede in time by their Calendar the existing law 
directories. 





Tax neartne of Queen’s Bench appeals will, be resumed in 
Court of Appeal No. 1 on Monday next, and from that day all a 8 
from the Chancery Division will be heard in Court of Appeal No. 2. 
As the appeals still remaining in the Chancery list are as five to 
three of those in the Queen’s Bench list, it would have been 
advantageous if the assistance of a second court could have been 
secured for a little while longer in disposing of them. Possibly, 





during the summer assizes, the rey de a second Court of Appeal may 
further reduce the list of appeals from the Chancery Division. 





From a notice which will be found elsewhere, it will be seen 
that Mr. Justice Pzarson will (as we announced last week) com- 
mence the hearing of witness actions on Monday next, the 23rd 
inst. At the foot of this announcement there is a notice that 
country causes and town causes will be placed alternately in each 
day’s list. This regulation will, doubtless, obviate some of the ex- 
pense of keeping witnesses waiting in town at great inconvenience ; 
but it will necessitate, on the part of solicitors, extra vigilance, 
as, should there be a string of five or six of one of these descrip- 
tions of causes consecutively set down in the book, those of the 
other description which immediately follow will be liable to be ad- 
vanced with unexpected rapidity. 





We print in another column a suggested scheme for the re- 
muneration of the debtor’s solicitor, in cases of bankruptcy, by 
means of a commission or percentage upon the amount of estate 
distributed as a dividend or dividends to the creditors, which has 
been promulgated by the committee of the Sheffield Law Society. 
There is certainly something to be said in support of the conten- 
tion that a debtor, being stripped of all his estate, ought to have 
the benefit of legal advice at the expense of such estate; but we 
question whether the proposal will find favour with the authorities. 
To provide expressly for the payment of the debtor’s solicitor 
out of the estate in the way proposed would be to introduce a 
principle which has never been recognized in bankruptcy hereto- 
fore, and which is opposed to the policy upon which the present law 
has been framed. 





Tue tre for appealing from an order made on an interlocutory 
application is fixed by the rules at twenty-one days, and when, as 
in the case of a hearing on further consideration, and of a motion 
to vary the chief clerk’s certificate, such an interlocutory order is 
combined with a final order, the appeal from the interlocutory portion 
of the order must be made within twenty-one days. Thisraleol practice 
has been well settled by such cases as Cummins v. Herron (L. R. 4 
Ch. D. 787), and White v. Witt(L. R. 5 Ch. D. 581). This anomalous 
state of things was commented on by the Master of the Rolls in 
Court of Appeal, No. 1, on Monday last, in a case of Macd: 

v. Copestake ; but as the cases cited had decided the question, the 
court declined to interfere. It should, therefore, be borne in mind 
that where there is an appeal from that part of a final order which 
is founded on an interlocutory application made at the same time as 
the final order, the appellant has only twenty-one days to 

from the interlocutory portion of the order, although he may have 
a year within which to appeal from the rest of the order. The 
inconvenience is obvious, as, in the nature of things, the two 
appeals are only two portions of the same appeal, and should be 
heard together as one appeal, and it becomes necessary to move the 
court, in order either that the one may be delayed and transferred 
to the “final list,” or that the other may be advanced so to come 
on with the “interlocutory list.” This subject is one which should 
engage the attention of the Rule Committee, as there would be no 
difficulty in framing a short rule to alter this objectionable 
regulation. 





By te pecrsron in the case of Er Moore, Re Faithfull, 
reported in another column, the Court of Appeal last week added 
one more to the list of authorities upon the meaning of the words 
‘final judgment” in section 4, sub-section 1 (g.), of the Bank- 


17 


266 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


Feb. 21, 1885. 





3 =. 





ruptey Act, 1883, which substituted a bankruptcy notice for a 
debtor’s summons as the initiative proceeding to obtain an act of 
bankruptcy. Such a notice can only be issued by a creditor “ who 
has obtained a final judgment against’ his debtor, and already the 
question as to what constitutes a ‘final judgment” within the 
meaning of the section has given rise to much doubt and nota little 
litigation. In Hx parte Chinery, Re Chinery (32 W. R. 469, 
L. R. 12 Q. B. D. 342), the Court of Appeal held that a garnishee 
order absolute was not a “final judgment” against the garnishee 
entitling the judgment creditor to issue a bankruptcy notice 
against him. This was followed by Hx parte Schmitz, Re Cuhen 
(32 W. R. 812, L. R. 12 Q. B. D 509), in which the court held 
that an order for payment of costs in a chancery action was also 
not a ‘‘ final judgment” within the section; and, subsequently, 
the construction of the words was further limited by the decision 
in Ka parte Whinney, Re Sanders (28 Sottcrrors’ Jovrnat, 617, 
L. R. 13 Q. B. D. 476), in which it was held that a balance order 
upon a contributory to a company in liquidation in respect of a call 
on shares was also not within the meaning of the words. In each 
of the three cases we have referred to it was held that the creditor 
had not obtained a “ final judgment” within the meaning of the 
section, but, in the case of Ex parte Moore last week, the decision 
went the other way. In that case the creditor and the alleged 
debtor had carried on business in partnership as solicitors under 
articles which contained a covenant by the alleged debtor that he 
would not establish a business on his own account within a certain 
radius. This covenant he broke, and thereupon his partner brought 
an action against him for an injunction to restrain him from carry- 
ing on the business, for damages, for a declaration that the 
partnership was dissolved, and for the usual accounts and inquiries. 
The defendant made default in pleading, and judgment was given 
for the plaintiff, with costs. Pending the inquiry as to damages, 
the costs were taxed, but only a portion of them was paid. The 
plaintiff then issued and served a bankruptcy notice upon the 
defendant, bnt the registrar dismissed the notice on the ground 
‘ that the judgment was not “final” until the inquiries had been 
held. This decision was reversed by the Court of Appeal, who 
held that the judgment was a ‘‘final” one within the meaning of 
the section. The decision is satisfactory, tending as it does to put 
a check upon the “‘ whittling down ’”’ of the section, which was the 
result of the previous decisions. Not that we have any fault to 
find with those decisions as interpretations of the section, for as 
such they appear to us to be sound beyond question; but, as a 
matter of what the law ought to be, we think it a mistake that the 
provision of the section is so contracted in its application as not to 
include all and any of the cases in the three earlier authorities. 





Wirth REFERENCE to the decrease of crime, which has been so 
much noticed by the judges at the recent assizes, the following 
figures taken from the Judicial Statistics may be useful, as showing 
the number of persons for trial during the last twenty years :— 
1864, 19,506; 1865, 18,614; 1866, 18,849; 1867, 18,971; 1868, 
20,091 ; 1869, 19,318 ; 1870, 17,578; 1871, 16,269; 1872, 14,801; 
1873, 14,893; 1874, 15,195; 1875, 14,714; 1876, 16,078; 1877, 
15,890 ; 1878, 16,372 ; 1879, 16,388 ; 1880, 14,770 ; 1881, 14,786; 
1882, 15,260; 1883, 14,659. The number of these persons who 
were acquitted and discharged averaged a little over twenty-three 
per cent. , 








It is stated that a report on the duties and emoluments of the office of 
City Solicitor, vacant by the death of Sir Thomas Nelson, will be presented 
to the Court of Common Council at their next meeting. It is expected 
that the salary will be fixed at £1,500, and that the person appointed to 
the office will not be allowed to practise privately. The candidates 
already before the Common Council are Mr. Wynne E. Baxter, Mr. E. H. 
Bedford, Mr. Under-sheriff Crawford, Mr. William Hayes, Mr. Edwin 
anes, Mr. Walter Hughes, Mr. John Alexander Neale, and Mr. Joseph 

ewbon. 


At a Petty Sessions Court, held at Douglas, Isle of Man, on Saturday, 
Deemster Gill, her Majesty’s second judge, together with the Speaker of 
the House of Keys, the Governor’s secretary, the High Bailiff of Peel, 
and four members of the Manx Bar, were fined sixpence, without costs, 
for being on licensed premises after cleven o’clock at night on December 
19. Deemster Gill on that evening entertained the Governor and island 
officials and advocates at the Castle House Hotel to dinner, to celebrate 
his elevation to the bench, and, the manager having neglected to obtain 
an “‘extension of time ”’ licence, was fined sixpence a fortnight ago. 





SOLICITORS AND TRUST MONEY. 


Tux late Master of the Rolls devoted himself, during his brilliant 
but too short judicial career, to enforcing the rules that a trustee 
cannot be made to adopt any further or better precautions, in his 
management of the trust estate, than an ordinarily prudent man of 
business would adopt, and that the court ought to deal leniently 
with honest trustees. ‘‘ You are,” he said, in one of his ablest 
judgments, ‘‘ to endeavour, as far as possible, having regard to the 
whole transaction, to avoid making an honest man who is not paid 
for the performance of an unthankful office liable for the failure of 
other people from whom he derives no benefit.” Otherwise, as he 
often pointed out, you would never get substantial men to act as 
trustees. And this common-sense doctrine had the sanction of a 
greater judge even than Sir George Jessel. Lord Hardwicke said, 
in Ex parte Belchier (Amb. 218), that, if the assignee in bank- 
ruptey were held liable for the failure of an agent, “no man 
in his senses would act as assignee under a commission of bank- 
ruptcy. This court,” he added, “has laid down a rule with 
regard to the transactions of assignees, and more so of trustees, so 
as not to strike a terror into mankind acting for the benefit of 
others, and not for their own.” 

This is not the view of Mr. Justice Kay. We have from time 
to time commented on the series of decisions in which he has laid 
down rules tending to increase the liability of trustees, and we 
have to-day to draw the attention of our readers to the latest 
development of the learned judge’s views on this subject. In 
giving judgment in Dewar v. Brooke, he is reported to have 
said that he had ‘“ always protested against trustees allowing their 
solicitors to receive trust moneys, and whenever he found trust 
moneys in a solicitor’s hands he always ordered him to pay them 
over immediately. Trustees should know, or, if they 
would not know, the court should endeavour to make them know, 
that they were just as much liable for allowing a solicitor 
to receive the trust funds as if they had put the money into 
their own pockets.” According to these observations (assuming 
them to be meant to have a general application) it would appear 
that trustees commit a breach of trust if they permit a penny of the 
trust moneys to come into the hands of their solicitor. 

This is a very startling doctrine, and it seems desirable at once 
to see whether it is in accord with the principles as to the liability 
of trustees which have recently been laid down in the House of 
Lords. Those principles were well expressed by Lord Blackburn 
in his judgment in Speight v. Gaunt (82 W. R. 435, 
L. R. 9 App. Cas. 1, 19). ‘As a general rule a trustee 
sufficiently discharges his duty if he takes, in managing trust 
affairs, all those precautions which an ordinary prudent man of 
business would take in managing similar affairs of his own. There 
is one exception to this: a trustee must not choose investments 
other than those which the terms of his trust permit, though they 
may be such as a prudent man of business would select for his own 
money ; and it may be that, however usual it may be for a person 
who wishes to invest his own money, and instructs an agent, such 
as a solicitor, or a stockbroker, to seek an investment, to deposit the 
money at interest with the agent till the investment is found, that 
is, in effect, lending it on the agent’s own personal security, and is 
a breach of trust. . . . Subject to this exception, I think that the 
case of Ex parte Belchier (Amb. 218) establishes the principle that 
where there is a usual course of business the trustee is justified in 
following it, though it may be such that there is some risk that the 
property may be lost by the dishonesty or insolvency of an agent 
employed. Judges and lawyers who see brought before 
them the cases in which losses have been incurred, and do not sec 
the infinitely more numerous cases in which expense and trouble 
and inconvenience are avoided, are apt to think men of business 
rash. I think that the principle which Lord Hardwicke lays down 
is that, while the course is usual, a trustee is not to be blamed if 
he honestly, and without knowing anything that makes it excep- 
tionally risky in his case, pursues that usual course. And I think 
that, independently of the high authority of Lord Hardwicke, this 
is founded on principle. It would be both unreasonable and inex- 
pedient to make a trustee responsible for not being more prudent 
than ordinary men of business are.” 

Not a word, observe, in this comprehensive statement about a 
trustee’s never allowing trust money, under any circumstances, to 
come into the hands of a solicitor. A trustee must not leave 
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trust money with his solicitor until an investment is found for it ; 
but subject to this exception, where, in the usual course of busi- 
ness, a client’s money would come into the hands of his solicitor, a 
trustee may allow the trust money to come into the hands of a 
solicitor. That appears to be Lord Blackburn’s view. 

Mr. Justice Kay, however, appears to have dismissed Speight 
y. Gaunt with the remark that it had no application; it 
was “the case of an agent employed in the ordinary 
course of business to make an investment. But it had 
never been held to be the duty of a solicitor to receive trust 
money,” by which, we presume, he means that a trustee has 
never been held to be justified in intrusting trust money to a 
solicitor. If this was his meaning, he can hardly have had 
in his mind the case of Jn re Bird (21 W. R. 725, L. R. 
16] Eq. 203), in which an executor employed a solicitor 
to negotiate for the compromise of a debt due from the 
testator’s estate, and sent a cheque to the solicitor for the 
amount for which he stated that the compromise had been 
effected. The money was misappropriated, but it was held that 
the amount should be allowed to the executor. Vice-Chancellor 
Bacon said (p. 207), ‘‘ If the common usage is to be referred to, 
what can be more common than the transaction described ? 
Having employed this attorney to negotiate for a compromise, and 
being told by him, ‘I have got these terms for you, and £310 is 
payable,’ the executor puts into his hands the £310. What 
negligence is there in that? What incautious trusting to another 
person’s representations? It is all in the ordinary course of the 
business then being transacted, and I cannot think that the 
executor has neglected any caution which it was incumbent on 
him to exercise.” 








THE ORGANIZATION OF A SOLICITOR’S 
OFFICE. 


I. ORGANIZATION GENERALLY. 
17.—TuE Soxicrror’s Costs (continued.) 


WE endeavoured last week to prove to demonstration the great 
practical importance of a solicitor’s recording, to all intents and 
purposes contemporaneously, the work of day. We will now 
take for granted that preliminary proposition, and consider the subject 
of costs more in the light of its unpalatable details. 

In the observations which we are about to make we shall discard, 
for the purposes of the present article, any reference to statutory scale 
charges, or to cases in which a ial agreement is made between 
solicitor and client as to costs, and shall assume that the solicitor will 
sooner or later send his client a bill of costs, either with or without 
details, but, in the latter alternative, with a due apprecia ion of the 
fact that the client has a perfect right to call forthem. We shall 
also, for the present, leave out of sight all considerations affecting 
ss party and party ” costs. 

e enter here at once on debateable ground. There may be on 
this point or that a more or less eral consensus of opinion, but, 
regarded as a whole, it would probably not be rash to conjecture 
that very few solicitors follow precisely the same lines from start to 
finish. Nevertheless, we think that even in this matter there are some 
few underlying features of general application which may be usefully 
pointed out. P 

A learned judge of appeal, who, on the particular occasion dis- 
played, as learned judges occasionally do, a somewhat startling 
ignorance of the practical working of a solicitor’s business, com- 
mented from the bench, with every apparent indication of judicial 
gravity, and in terms of the utmost severity, upon the inability of a 
solicitor to produce an original entry of an attendance on a particular 
date, recorded, as the solicitor said, on a loose sheet which had been 

islaid; and the same learned ju drew from the particular 
occasion the general deduction that to record attendances on loose 
sheets which were liable to be lost was a vehement indication of fraud. 
We fear that if this be a true inference, the morals of peed oe oe 
must be at a low ebb, inasmuch as, if we are not much mi , the 
recording of each day’s work in the first instance on loose sheets is a 
plan followed by the great majority of solicitors, and more especially, 
perhaps, by solicitors in large practice. But we y i 
to attribute any vice whatever to this system. A loose sheet is, un- 
doubtedly, liable to be lost, but the same remark applies ually to a 
bank-note or a bill of lading, and we have even heard of a judge’s 
notes being mislaid when much wanted. The carelessness, or misfortune, 
or wrong-doing of an individual does not necessarily bring home 
faultiness to the under the shelter of which he has , other- 
wise a clever forgery might be held up as a warning against anybody 











ever writing anything at all for fear of fraudulent imitation. And 
it may be pointed out as ing loose sheets, that they are only 
loose until they are tectaned together, and that there are numerous 
simple and inexpensive appliances whereby they may readily be con- 
nected in various secure and cohesive modes at the pleasure of the 


possessor. 

We venture then to express the opinion that the most convenient 
mode of placing on record the work of the day is for each principal 
and trusted clerk to set it forth in sheets, to be carefully preserved in 
some convenient form for after reference; and that each te 
matter should be distingui by the name of the client, and some 
title sufficiently descriptive to enable the clerk to whom the duty 
falls to carry the items to their several destinations at the next » 
to bmi 9 be 4 aay —_ Leis ggg: wage alpen) that these 
entries sho explicit and complete ; t ould represent 
approximately, as to each matter, fractional parts of a properly 
framed bill of costs, and should include, not merely such matters as 
attendances and letters, but also other charges of every — 
which, sooner or later, must come into the bill of costs as of the 
particular date. We grant that this is an exacting standard, and 
involves much wearisome trouble; but if our article of last week was 
written to any , we have already shown that, asa matter of 
degree, the trouble involved in this method is less than that of making 
out or completing org at an interval of time with such aids as 
papers and memory. it is true of this as of so many other things, 
that when once a system is fairly set on its legs, and its consequences 
in the way of personal trouble accepted as inevitable, the back soon 
grows used to its burden, and the victim trudges on philosophically 
enough. The task will be facilitated if the principal or clerk, when 
making the entries, has before him, in addition to his diary, a list of 
the names of all callers during the day, and of all persons to whom 


letters have been written. 
Before leaving this first of the solicitor’s costs behind, we 
will it give an illustration of our idea as to the appropriate contents 
of a day-sheet such as we have described :— 
20th February, 1885. 
John Jones (yourself v. Smith). 


Paid for copies of documents scheduled to defend- 
ant’s affidavit (fos. 25) . . . . ° 
Attending Mr. Jones, conferring as to the 
result of our inspection of the defendant’s docu- 
ments and the further prosecution of the action. 0 6 
Representatives of James Smith (administration 
of gern 
Attending the executors, conferring and advising 
as to the terms on which the testator’s lease of 
Bramley Lodge could be determined, and as to 
the course to be adopted with reference to the 
payment of certain legacies, and on other points 010 0 
Writing the lessor of Bramley Lodge, in accord- 
ance with the executors’ instructions. . : 
Trustees of Mr. and Mrs. Hardwiu’s Settlement 
appointment of new dag ag 
Instructions for deed appointing Mr. Robinson and 
Mr. Brown trustees, and vesting trust property 


Ot 
oP 
tt 


a 





05 0 





mm... them . : : ° s 8 
wing deed (fos. 15) . 0 0 
Making a fair Cte ° Sst 05 0 
Henry Warren (your will). 
Attending you when we went through the draft of 

ined its pro- 


your new will with you and 
visions, and received instructions for further 








modifications (engaged 14 hour) ; 1 0 0 
Samuel Edwards (yourself ats. Huntley). 
a to defend PS ee +0. * 

nding, accepting service of writ, and giving 

an undertaking to appear . ea. 8 : . & £2 
Thomas Shepherd (yourself v. Round). 
Instructions to counsel to advise on evidence. 0 6 8 
Fee to Mr. Hilland clerk . : ‘ F . 24 6 
Attendinghim ... it ily ‘ ee ie 


The stage next after the day-sheet ‘will obviously be @ process of 
dispersing its contents in the various proper channels by i 


decline | to the SPU Ct. See See: san water the tile of She: pastinnlan 


business out of which the charge arises, the items whi pear 
against him in the day-sheet. There are, of course, various m of 
doing this, but the simplest and best, in our judgment, is that of 
keeping as it were on the stocks in every current matter a draft bill 
oda Bf ag oI ag lucy at eed ee. ago ery 8 is 
concluded. ese draft bills can very easily be kept in alphabetical 
order, under separate cases or covers; and an alphabetical list of 
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current bills may also be kept with advantage, so as to readily enable 
a principal to decide from time to time what bills are ripe for delivery. 

en it is desired to deliver a bill to a client, the draft bill will 
need to be finally settled, and then copied in full or not according as 
it is or is not proposed to deliver the bill in detail. In either case all 
draft bills as finally settled should be carefully preserved on some 
simple, collective plan, and the date of delivery be noted on them, 
instead of being suffered to be stuffed at random among the papers 
in the matter, or otherwise relegated to the limbo of a solicitor’s 
scattered papers at the mercy of clerks guided by no intelligible rules. 
Nothing can be easier than to place the draft of one delivered bill 
with its immediate predecessor in some recognized place of deposit, 
and in process of time to bind or tie up in a convenient form for pre- 
servation and reference a bundle of these drafts extending over any 
given period. Nor is any extraordinary intelligence needed to record 
in some register the particulars of every bill of costs delivered to a 
client, under the headings of the client, the matter of business, the 
date of delivery of the bill and its amount. We hold such a register 
to be a very important, though not conclusive, guide to the state of a 
solicitor’s business. Exceptional circumstances of various kinds may, 
no doubt, render the comparison of the total of bills delivered in one 
year with that of the bills delivered in another year a more or less 
fallacious test of increasing, stationary, or decreasing prosperity ; but, 
taking one year with another, and assuming anything like regularity 
of system as to the sending forth of bills, the gross amount of the 
solicitor’s delivered bills of costs must needs possess great practical 
significance, as to how he is faring on the six-and-eightpenny high- 
— We shall have something to say hereafter as to his undelivered 
bills of costs in this aspect of the matter. 

Having thus traced the solicitor’s bill of costs from its infancy in a 
day-sheet to its maturity in a full-blown bill of costs, and pointed 
out the importance of keeping a careful register of bills of costs deli- 
vered, it may be well to consider the system of costs which we have 
ventured to indicate as being the simplest and best, from the point of 
view of the division of labour as between principal and clerk. This is 
obviously an important consideration, as no system can be com- 
mended which necessarily thrusts on a solicitor any details of orgaui- 
zation which can be disposed of as efficiently by a clerk. 

The key-note of the system is a complete day-sheet. Once let every 
item of the day-sheet represent accurately (subject only to queries as 
to lengths of documents, and so forth, which can readily be disposed 
of in the draft bill, and should be marked in the day-sheet for that 
purpose) a fraction of the bill of costs as it might appropriately be 
delivered to the client, and the rest is little more than a copyist’s work. 
The draft bill may no doubt need modifiéation with reference to 
special circumstances, and there will be a tendency to redundancy of 
language which may with advantage be got rid of, and which arises 
almost unavoidably from the piecemeal character of the entries in the 
day-sheets. Thus, a client may see his solicitor to-day on the subject 
of a draft deed of release, and a week afterwards the solicitor ma 
revise it by the light of the instructions received at the interview, and, 
as a natural consequence, entries in the day-sheets, overlapping each 
other in verbiage, may be reproduced in the draft bill, such as the 
following :— 

Feb. 20.— Attending you, conferring, and receiv- 
ing instructions for revisions to be made in the 
draft deed of release to be executed by the bene- 
ficiaries under the will of John Styles. 

Feb. 27.—Revising the draft deed of release [to be 
executed by the beneficiaries under the will of 
John Styles]. 


The words which we have inserted in brackets should, of course, 
be struck out from the draft bill before it is copied for delivery. 
But, subject to the need of bringing to bear on it at that stage 
the moderate amount of intelligence needed for condensing the 
language, disposing of we queries as to the amount of a charge or 
payment or otherwise, and, in a proper case, inserting such matters 
as term fees, and otherwise putting a few finishing touches, the 
draft bill, whether it be for £10 or £500, will be ready to be copied 
for delivery at the shortest notice, and will give very little trouble to 
a principal. But this is all dependent on his giving personal attention 
to the day-sbeets, and committing, at that stage, to a clerk nothing 
that is not thoroughly within the knowledge of the latter and strictly 
in harmony with the method of his —— Each principal should 
write or (if he possesses the luxury of a shorthand writer) dictate the 
entries which arise out of his own personal work, should trouble 
himself to incorporate in them everything, whether it be common 
form or not, that must, as of the given date, come into the bill 
sooner or later, and should further make it his business to see that 
his entries do not clash with those in the same matter of his partner 
or any clerk who is intrusted with the task of making similar entries. 
And, in so far as this discretion is reposed in clerks, the principal 
should keep a vigilant watch for any symptom of slovenliness or 
backsliding. Once let this ae complete and con- 
temporaneous entries be thoroughly observed and kept abreast of 





the current work of the office, and the subsequent stages will ampl 
atone, by the facility and small diture of intellect with which 
they can be accomplished, for all the trouble taken at the first crucial 
stage, though no system devised by mortal man can ever make any 
incident attending a bill of costs (except a cheque in payment of the 
amount) otherwise than a nauseating part of the solicitor’s work. 

In a good many large offices it is customary to intrust the task of 
settling bills of costs, from whatever materials the system of the 
office provides, to a bill clerk, either kept on the premises for this 
purpose, or imported at intervals from outside. We are very far from 
saying that a knowlege of all matters pertaining to bills of costs can- 
not be so exclusively cultivated as to result in a high degree of pro- 
ficiency to be attained only by a specialist. At the same time, it 
appears to us that the assistance of one who has not himself had any 
share whatever in doing the work for which the charges are being 

repared for delivery to the client can be effective only within the 
fimits of familiarity with taxable and common-form charges; and, 
to our thinking, such aid as this cannot ever satisfactorily compensate 
for the advantages of contemporaneous entries, knowledge of the 
subject-matter of the bill, and appreciation of any special circum- 
— bearing on the relations of the solicitor to the particular 
ient. 

Next week we shall pursue the present head of our subject, and 
deal with such matters as lie outside the solicitor’s ordinary bill of 
costs against his client for work and labour done. 








REVIEWS. 


THE SETTLED LAND ACT, 1884. 


THE SETTLED LAND Act, 1884. WuirH NoTES AND ADDENDA, FORM- 
ING A SUPPLEMENT TO THE SECOND EDITION OF THE AUTHORS’ 
WoRK ON THE CONVEYANCING ACTS AND SETTLED Lanpd Act, 1882, 
COMPRISING THE CASES DECIDED UNDER THOSE ACTS DURING THE 
YEaR 1884. By Henry J. Hoop and HEnry W. CHALLIs, 
Barristers-at-Law. Reeves & Turner. 


Messrs. Hood and Challis’s book on the Conveyancing Acts and the 
Settled Land Act, 1882, has attained a high position as an acute, 
complete, and learned commentary. In the present pamphlet the 
authors deal with the eight sections of the Settled Land Act, 1884, 
in a not Jess satisfactory manner. The difficulties likely to arise, and 
the precautions which should be taken, are carefully stated; and 
great pains are bestowed on pointing out the exact scope of the 
sections. Thus, as to section 5, sub-section (3), which provides that, 
‘* any trustee, by writing under his hand, may waive notice either in 
any particular case, or generally, and may accept less than one month’s 
notice,” the authors say :—‘‘ It will pro ably be held that the notice, 
or rather, the giving of the notice, may be waived by a trustee, even 
after a final contract has been entered into by a tenant for life; 
though this is not clearly expressed. It does not appear that even 
all ‘the trustees together have any authority to waive the notice 
directed by section 45, sub-section (1), of the Act of 1882, to be given 
to the “‘ solicitor for the trustees.” is conclusion could be arrived 
at only by giving to the word “‘ notice,” in the present sub-section, a 
meaning which would enable a single trustee to waive the giving of 
notice to all the trustees. Moreover, the notice to the solicitor seems 
to have been intended rather for the protection of the inheritance 
than for the information of the trustees.” The supplement to the 
former book not only contains the cases decided in 1884 on the 
Acts, but also useful discussions on them and additions to the former 
notes. 








At the Lewes Assizes Lord Coleridge made some observations as to the 
general diminution in crime in England and Wales, as shown not merely 
at these assizes, but by the returns for the last ten or twelve years 
throughout the country. ‘‘ When I recollect,’’ said his lordship, ‘‘ what 
asvizes were when I was a young man, and observe that notwithstanding 
the more frequent gaol deliveries the actual number of persons in the 
prisons of England has for the last ten or twelve years steadily declined, 
it isa matter on which we may heartily congratulate ourselves. We 
must not make too much of it, as it may have arisen from a concurrence 
of causes which may not be permanent; but for the present, at all 
events, it is satisfactory to find that, upon returns*which cannot deceive, 
and which include the whole of the prisoners in England and Wales, 
there has been a — diminution in crime for the last ten or twelve 
years.” Mr. Justice Denman, also, at Derby, said that judges in many 
oa of the country had noticed that crime was diminishing in England. 

far as the Midland Circuit was concerned, he was happy to give the 
strongest confirmation to that view. If he —_ judge from what had 
asepenehnet one of the counties in w e had been holding 
during last month or so, it was certainly the case that the 
fewness and mildness of offences, as compared with other occasions 
within his memory, gave every reason for congratulation. 
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Feb. 21, 1885. 
CORRESPONDENCE. CONCERNING THOSE CAMELS. 
hu [To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Jowrnal.] 


THE CHANCERY CHAMBERS COMMITTEE. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—In the report contained in your last number of the proceed- 
ings at the general meeting of the Incorporated Law Society, held 
on the 30th ult., and at which I was in the chair, I am represented 
as saying, in answer to Mr. Crowder’s question on the subject of 
ord. 65, r. 11, of 1883, that an opportunity had occurred quite 
recently of considering this question in the committee of which I am 
a member and of which the Master of the Rolls is chairman, and 
that the question had been dealt with in such way as I thought to be 
most conducive to the honour and interests of the profession. 

This is, I think, calculated to give the impression that the com- 
mittee had so dealt with it, and it is clear, from your remarks in one 
of the paragraphs under the head of ‘‘ Current Topics” in the same 
issue of —T r, that you yourself so wndeistend it. 

I mu i t I could it the accuracy of the report, but I 
cannot do so, as what I really said was that J had dealt with the 
question in the way which I considered to be most conducive to the 
honour and interests of the profession. What the committee, whose 
report is not yet in draft, may do in the matter remains to be seen. 

36, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, Feb. 13. HENRY Roscoe. 





COSTS OF MORTGAGEE JOINING WITH MORTGAGOR IN 
GRANTING LEASE, 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,— Referring to the question of your correspondent ‘‘ Query” on 
this subject, contained in your issue of the 14th of February, I have, 
as a lessor of land subject to a mortgage, always acted on the prin- 
ciple of the lessor paying the charges of the mortgagee’s solicitor 
(generally arran at a settled figure beforehand), as it does not 
seem fair to saddle a lessee with more than one set of costs for his 
lease. Itis no business of the lessee’s that his landlord has been 
obliged to mortgage his property, and it should not consequently 
affect him. The mortgagee’s joining in a lease is in the nature of 
a licence to the mortgagor to and no lessor would presume to 
saddle a lessee with the cost of obtaining the licence, either of a 
superior lessor, or of the lord of a manor (as the case might be), to 

nt the lease. 

It would, therefore, appear that, in the absence of previous agree- 
ment on the subject, a lessee is chargeable only with the costs of the 
lesscr’s solicitor for preparing, settling, and completing the lease. 

Feb. 16. ANSWER. 





PRACTICE—AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,— For some time past a most technical and absurd objection has 
been taken in the masters’ offices to the form of affidavit of service 
of writs, and which objection has been happily overruled by Mr. 
Justice Field. 

The facts appear in the enclosed statement, which (with this letter) 
we shall be o tiged by your inserting in your next issue, so that the 
profession may be made aware of the point. 

36, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, Feb. 18. Freitp, Roscoz, & Co. 


[The following is the statement referred to :— 


‘* CLARKE v. HARRISON, 

‘In this case, on plaintiff’s solicitors attending to sign judgment 
in default of appearance, the affidavit of service was objected to on the 

und of the deponent stating that the writ ‘ was issued out of the 

ueen’s Bench Division,’ instead of stating that it was issued out of the 
‘Central Office of the Supreme Court of Judicature,’ and the clerk 
refused to sign judgment, and stated that it was the practice to 
refuse all such affidavits unless the writ was described as being issued 
out of the ‘Central Office,’ and such refusal was by direction of the 
masters. Plaintiff’s solicitors, on the 13th of peta ‘i to 
the judge in chambers (the Honourable Mr. Justice Field) against 
the refusal to sign judgment, and contended that the affidavit was 
correct in form, as the writ was issued out of the Queen’s Bench 
Division, and was so entitled, and, as the original writ was produced 
on signing judgment, it was sufficient. 

‘‘ His lordship, after looking at the writ and affidavit of service, 
held that the affidavit was sufficient and in proper form, the writ 
being issued out of the Queen’s Bench Division, and the fact of the 
seal ing the words ‘ Central Office’ made no difference, and he 


directed judgment to be signed upon the affidavit as sworn.”) 


Sir,—I had never heard of the decision of the Cadi, quoted jos 
correspondent ‘‘C. B. G.,” and should be glad to know where the case 
is reported, that I may note it up. 

No doubt, in a large ion, where camels are an important, 
and often almost the only, asset, cases of this sort must frequently 
have arisen, and in the instance which came under my notice, the 
distribution was effected in a way similar to that in the case cited. 

The widow’s brother brought an ancient and toothless camel of his 
own into hotchpot with the seventeen which had belonged to the 
testator, and the widow received nine of them for her half, her son 
six for his third, and the nephew two for his ninth. : 

They all got rather more than they were apparently entitled to, 
and were content. 

The widow then said to her brother, ‘I don’t want this old animal 
of yours, and you can have him back,” which he did. 

our correspondent, Mr. Murray, has clearly shown that, as the 
result of this arrangement, th all received exactly what they were 
legally and arithmetically entitled to.—Q.E.D. -R. 


[Sed quere—see the following letters.—Eb. S. J.] 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I have been waiting to see what answers your correspondents 
would give to ‘‘ W. R.’s” legal conundrum. It is clear that the 
problem is insoluble. The testator left 17 camels. Of those 17 he 
gave one-half—viz., 8 camels and one-half of a camel—to A.; one- 
third—viz., 5 camels and two-thirds of a camel—to B. ; and one-ninth 
—viz., one camel and eight-ninths of a camel—to C. As to the residue 
—viz., one-eighteenth of 17 camels, or es ee of 1 
camel— the testator died intestate, and that residue belonged to his 
next of kin or the , according to the Jaw of the testator’s 
country, entitled on an intestacy. If camels are not very valuable, 
the next of kin might, perhaps, acquiesce in the solution given by 
‘‘ A. Murray” (which is the same as that of the learned Gadi), by 
which 9 camels are given to A., 6 to B., and 2 to C. But 
suppose that, instead of camels, the testator had left 17 Koh-i-noors 
subject to similar restrictions? Seventeen-eighteenths of a Kob-i- 
noor is worth something, and the next of kin would have 
— to be dissatisfied with such a decision. L. 8. B. 

Feb. 14. , 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—I have read with t interest Mr. A. Murray’s solution of 
the ‘‘ Legal Conundrum,” B ut I fail to see that it applies to the cu-« 
of the bequest of the camels. If a practitioner were to make u« 
neral application of the principles contained in that solution, 
e would arrive at this curious result—that, whenever a testator 
ueathed one or more shares in his estate without mentioning the 


residue, the whole estate would vest in the legatee or > 
however small the share or te of shares 5 ed might be. 
To illustrate by reference to case of the camels :—If the native 
testator had bequeathed one-ninth only of his property to his nephew, 


and had omi' all mention of his widow and son, and of the residue, 
the nephew would have been entitled to the whole estate. 

In the second example given by Mr. A. Murray, the aggregate of 
the shares purported to be bequeathed was than the estate 
itself, and for this reason share had to be proportionately 
reduced. The distinction between the two exam is, that in the 
former there was an intestacy, while in the latter was none. 

14, Ironmonger-lane, E.C., Feb. 17. C. B. G. 





REGISTRATION OF CLAIMS BY LOCAL AUTHORITIES 
AGAINST PROPERTY. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—In a private Act, obtained by a city corporation, provisiva is 
made for ada nt matters atnctng city. Amongst other sections 
in the Act are (1) one making obli on the owners for the time 
being of certain buildin ents already made with the cor- 
poration as to portions 0 buildings which the corporation had 
permitted ho poogeet pr ro ; (2 aneti: giving nent the 
corporation to repair gri , in streets, imposing @ on 
tac owner ot tha eoenions eath or near thereto ; and two others in 
the following words :—(3) Every undertaking or agreement in writing 

iven to the tion by or on behalf of.any owner of property on 

e passing of or for the removal of obstructions, or otherwise 
in connection with the pro of such owner, shall be binding upon 





the owner of the property time being, and upon the corpora- 
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tion, and may be enforced by either party by penalty in any court of l 


summary jurisdiction, such penalty not exceeding £5 for each breach 
of such und ing or agreement, and 20s. for each day during 
which such breach continues, and such owner shall be entitled to 
require from the corporation a copy of such undertaking or agree- 
ment. (4) For the purposes of the three last preceding sections [1.e., 
those above referred to] the term ‘“‘ owner” shall have the same 
meaning as in the Public Health Act, 1875. These four sections have 
no connection with any other portion of the Act. 

On making purchases and mortgages of land in the district in 
which this Act is in force it will be necessary to inquire from the cor- 
poration whether any agreements have been made such as those above 
referred to. Other inquiries are required as to charges to which the 
corporation may be entitled for street works, &c., under other local 
Acts or the Public Health Act, 1875. 

It is not always an easy matter to obtain from corporations and 
local boards a definite reply in writing to inquiries as to claims for 
street works, &c. The reply is often, ‘‘We do not seem to have any 
claim,” or something equally unsatisfactory. Other replies are made 
verbally, with the object probably of leaving a way of escape should 
it afterwards turn out that some claim has been overlooked. 
Inquiries as to the agreements above referred to may not always 
result in any knowledge of the agreements being obtained. 

Is it not time an Act was passed to free property and its owners 
from agreements entered into with, and claims of, the local authori- 
ties, unless the agreements and claims are registered and re- 
registered as judgments, &c. ? A Country SoLiciToR. 





THE REMUNERATION ORDER, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—Can you or any of your readers answer the following ques- 
tions as to costs of leases ? 

Scale, Part II.—Is £2 10s. chargeable for any fraction above the 
rental of £100, or is £2 10s. only to be charged for a complete £100 
after the first, or is £2 10s. per cent. to be calculated on amount of 
rent after the first £100 up to £500 ? 

The same questions arise for rent exceeding £500. J. W. 


(See the same question answered 27 Soricrrors’ JouRNAL, 447. 
We do not know of any ruling on the point, but it is generally 
considered that the allowance is £2 10s. per cent. ; the ground for 
this opinion being that rule 6 of Rules applicable to Part II. of 
gees }” provides that fractions of £5 are to be reckoned as £5,— 





“STAMPS ”"—OFFICIAL VIEWS AND RULINGS. 
VI. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—In my last letter I promised that in the present one I would 
state and discuss one or more {as I thought) interesting and impor- 
tant official rulings. For the better understanding of these by the 
reader, it is well to refer to two aled Acts, these being the 16 & 
17 Vict. c. 63 (1853), and 17 & 18 Vict. c, 83 (1854), 

The new charge of duty under Covenant in the Act of 1850 was, as I 
think I showed in my last letter, a not unimportant one, and not less 
so was the further new charge upon a conveyance contained in the 
above-named Act of 1853. This second new charge of duty was of 
ad valorem upon a conveyance in consideration of an annuity or sums 
at stated periods. As with the duty (first) imposed under “ Coven- 
ant” inthe Act of 1850, so with this new conveyance duty ; one was only 
surprised it had remained so long unimposed. While the Bill for the 
Act of 1853 was before the House, I understood there was this new 
charge of conveyance duty in it ; yet, until I had the Act before me, I 
was unaware that the rate of duty was the almost oppressively high 
one I found it to be, it being £12 10s. per £100 (and proportionately 
for a lesser amount) of the consideration (the annual sum). The 
item of charge in the Act, leaving out certain parts relating to Scotch 
instruments, is as follows :— 

** Conveyance of any kind or description whatsoever - (not 
being a lease or tack for years), in consideration of any annual sum pay- 
able in perpetuity or for any indefinite period ; ”’ 
the duties imposed being those I have above named. 

That my characterization of the rate of duty (especially as a new 
duty) was justified is evidenced by the fact that, by the other Act of 
& year after—the 17 & 18 Vict. c. 83—the duty was re-imposed at 
less than half the rate in the first Act—at, that is, £6 per £100 of the 
annual sum. The wording of the item of charge in the second Act 
was identical with that of the re Act Fove it will be seen that the 

irge was upon a conveyance of any kind, the official ruling upon 
which, therefore, was that the charge was not confined to a Seavey 
ance upon sale. 








By the present Act (Stamp Act, 1870) the duty is re-imposed at 
two rates, and the wording as to the consideration is changed from 
‘‘annual sum” of the prior Acts to ‘‘ money payable periodically.” 
And, moreover, the instrument is brought under ‘‘ conveyance upon 
sale.” The first rate of duty is in respect of where the money is 
payable in perpetuity or for any indefinite period, and is at £10 per 
cent. ; and the second is where the money is payable for a life or lives, 
and is at £6 per cent.—on the consideration that is. I give this short 
ago | of the provisions of the Act in lieu of burdening your pages 
with full quotation of them. They are contained in section 72, sub- 
sections 1—4, and they include relief of the instrument from separate 
duty when containing security for the payment of the consideration, 
as also similar relief where the said security is by a separate instru- 
ment. 

As to official rulings upon the charge under the present Act, I 
will name but this, that a rent-charge created as and by way of con- 
sideration for the conveyance is deemed a periodical payment within 
the meaning of the Act; and to this I may add that, in certain parts 
of Yorkshire, this is the only form of conveyance upon sale of free- 
hold—i.e., a conveyance in consideration of a rent-charge upon the 
conveyed 4 able in perpetuity. 

deci te - Bae at the outset of the L geeces letter, I now 
come to name the two points of official ruling I more particularly 
intended to deal with herein. They are with reference to another 
head of charge in the present Act, but which is not altogether dis- 
associated from the one I have discussed above. This second head of 
charge is the following—it being well to quote it :— 

‘¢ Bonn, Covenant, or Instrument of any kind whatsoever— 

‘*(1.) Being the only or principal or primary security for any annuity, 
. . + orof any sum or sums of money at stated periods. . . . 

‘‘For a definite or certain period, so that the total amount to be 
ultimately payable can be ascertained. The same ad valorem duty as a 
bond or covenant for such total amount ; 

‘« For the term of life, or any other indefinite period ; 

‘For every £5, and also for any fractional part of £5, of the annuity 
or sum periodically payable—(a duty of) 2s. 6d.’’ 

And then follows the charge of other—lesser—duty upon collateral 
instruments of like kind. 

The points of official ruling turn upon the second of the above 
items of charge, where, that is, the money is payable during life or 
other indefinite period; and, as regards the t of these official 
rulings, Mr. ter Griffith, in his book, inserts the following note 
immediately after—‘‘ Bond, Covenant, or Instrument of any kind 
whatsoever ”—viz.— 

‘<6 Instrument of any kind whatsoever.’,—That is to say, an instrument of 
any kind having the same legal character as a bond or covenant, and 
creating a personal obligation.”’ ‘ 

Not wishing to be charged with carping criticism, I yet venture to 
say that the statement of the note is too dogmatic. Mr. Griffith has 
no authority for it but official opinion, and it would, therefore, have 
been better to have notified this in the wording of this (and some 
other of the) notes in the book. Further to explain the official 
ruling on this same point, I may say that, a year or so after the 
Stamp Act, 1870, had been in operation, this question was submitted 
for official opinion thereon—viz., seeing the very comprehensive 
terms used in the Act (e.g., “‘— or instrument of any kind what- 
soever”’—‘“‘any annuity . . . or any sum or sums at’ stated 
periods”; and “sum periodically payable”—seeing this) whether 
an instrument granting a rent-charge was not within this head of 
charge of duty? Bct the reply was that it was (officially) con- 
sidered the words ‘‘ instrument of any kind” must be confined to 
instruments ejusdem generis with those specified, and did not, there- 
fore, include limitations of real estate. 

* As instances of the operation of this official ruling (the correctness 
of which I am not contesting) I give the following (not supposititious) 
cases, the instruments in both of which, while designated settlement, 
did not come under that head of charge in the Act. In the first 
case A., by deed, covenants to pay B., during her life, an em of 
£700, This instrument clearly would come under the said head of 
charge, and require £17 10s. duty. In the second case the instrument 
(as I have said, designated settlement) was a grant of a jointure 
rent-charge of £700 per annum. The professional friend who had 
had the preparation of the deed came to me with it, asking what 
amount of ad valorem duty I considered was payable, and when I 
replied, in official ruling none, he was nota little surprised, seeing, 
as he remarked, what a valuable estate or property the rent-charge 
~~ oa deed was sent for adjudication, and 10s. duty was ad- 
ju : 

It will be seen that this case of official ruling goes in relief, as 
may be said, of real estate, or, as some would say, of the landed 
interest; and in these piping times of wild land schemes and 
schemers I might be tempted to indulge in comments upon this 
relief element of the case, but refrain, if only that I am not desirous 
for any (immediate) statutory or other changes in ‘‘ stamps.” 

To name the second official ruling upon this same head of charge 
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(and which relates to the money payable, but upon which there is no 
note in ‘*Griffith’’), it is this :—(a.) If ‘‘ annuity” be used in the instru- 
ment, and although the money may be payable weekly or monthly, 
the office adjudge duty upon the yearly amount payable; but (5. 
if ‘‘annuity”’ or ‘‘ annual sum ”’ do not occur in the instrument, an 
the money be payable weekly or monthly, the office then adjudges 
duty upon only the weekly or monthly amount of the money. 

I leave the statement of this last ruling or rulings to stand without 
comment by me. VERITAS. 





To CORRESPONDENTS.—The name and address of ‘‘X.,” whose 
letter on ‘‘ Colonial Practice” appeared in our issue of the 31st of 
January, have been mislaid, ‘Will he send them ? 








FUSION OF THE TWO BRANCHES OF THE 
LEGAL PROFESSION. 


WE have received the draft Bill, of which a verbatim copy is given 
below, from a correspondent, who informs us that he has, on several 
occasions, endeavoured without success to get it introduced into 
Parliament. He has been forced to the conclusion that professional and 
public opinion on the subject is not yet ripe, but, encouraged by the 
observations of Mr. Justice Stephen and the Times, reported in our 
last issue, and with a view to the further ventilation of the matter, 
and of leading those members of both branches of the profession who 
have not yet given their attention to it to rouse themselves from their 
present apathy, he has asked us to print the Bill. We cannot, how- 
ever, hold ourselves responsible for the views enunciated by our 
correspondent, which appear to be somewhat advanced. 





A BILL FOR THE FuSsION OF BARRISTERS AND SOLICITORS, AND FOR 
OTHER CONFUSING PURPOSES, 


Whereas many well-meaning persons, possessing no practical 
knowledge of the subject, have supported energetically the fusion of 
the two branches of the profession, And whereas these persons believe 
themselves to be incapable of error, and it is accordingly appre- 
hended that they must be right: And whereas the object cannot 
be satisfactorily accomplished without some small assistance from 
Parliament : 

Be it therefore enacted as follows :— 

1. Short title.] This Act may be cited as the B. and 8. Fusion Act, 
1885. . 

2. Interpretation of word.] In this Act the word ‘‘fusee” shall 
mean a person fused under this Act, and shall not include the 
odoriferous article or thing used for igniting tobacco, unless the con- 
text imperatively requires it. 

3, Provision for fusion.] From and after the 1st day of January, 


> 1886, barristers and solicitors shall be fused. 


4, Prohibition of certain practices.] The fusion of barristers and 
solicitors hereby provided for shall not extend to render lawful any 
of the following acts :— 

(a.) A barrister walking affectionately arm in arm with a solicitor’s 
daughter, without the previous consent in writing of her 
father, to be filed in the Central Office two clear days previously 
at least. . 

(b.) A solicitor taking a barrister’s silk umbrella from a stand or 
other place of deposit, and leaving in substitution for the same 
an inferior gingham, with intent to deceive. 

(c.) A solicitor fraudulently holding himself out as having been a 
member of the bar prior to the 3lst December, 1885, Pro- 
vided that this clause shall not apply to any solicitor making 
such representation who shall, in fact, have practised regularly 
at any duly licensed bar for a period of seven years at least. 

5. Objections to fusion.] Any barrister or solicitor who shall object to 
be fused shall state the grounds of his objection in writing on or before 
the said 31st of December, 1885. The document shall be on 
cream-wove foolscap paper, and written on one side only, with a 
margin of one inch, and impressed with a £25 stamp, and shall be 
headed with the words, ‘‘ In the matter of A. B., a proposed fusee.— 
Not if he knows it.”” Every such document shall be entered in a list, 
and be open for inspection at all reasonable ‘times on payment of a 
shilling, but no further or other notice shall be taken of it. 

6. Consequences of fusion.] Upon the fusion provided for by this 
Act taking place, the following consequences 1 follow :— 

(a.) All persons who, on the 3lst of December, 1885, shall be 

barristers or solicitors, shall, on and after the Ist of connery 
1886, be called barristicitors, and shall, when professi y 
engaged, wear in front of some convenient part of their 
abdomens a circular badge of not less than six or more than 
twelve inches in diameter, with the word ‘ Barristicitor’ 














inted on it in two coats of good oil paint in legible white 
Seanogiand upon a black ground. Provided that— 

(b.) Barristers who shall, on the 3ist day of December, 1885, have 
been her Majesty’s counsel or serjeants-at-law shall wear the 
said badge at the back instead of in front. 

(c.) No barristicitor shall wear any wig, gown, or (save for the 
badge aforesaid) other distinguishing mark, and it is hereby 
expressly declared that tourist suits, pepre shirt fronts conceal- 
ing flannel beneath, masher collars, and other similar abomina- 
tions shall and may be lawfully worn when addressing the 

court. Provided that nothing in this Act contained shall 
render it unlawful for a person who, on the 31st of December, 
1885, shall be a bald barrister or solicitor from wearing a 
chestnut wig, or prevent any person who, on that date, shall 
be a barrister from continuing to wear his wig and gown at 
fancy dress balls or private theatricals, or whea entertaining 
friends at dinner, or disguising himself for the purpose of 
effecting an escape from justice. 

7. As to fees and costs due on 31st December, 1885.] All fees and costs 
respectively due to barristers and solicitors on the said 3lst day of 
December, 1885, shall be collected and got in by them with all 
reasonable despatch, and shall as and when realized be paid into court 
to the credit of an account, to be entitled ‘‘ The Barrister and Solicitor 
Spoliation Account.” All sums paid into such account shall be ex- 
pended by the Lord Chancellor and the Lord Chief Justice of eo 
upon such objects, deserving or otherwise, as they shall 
proper. 

8 Fees.] The following fees shall and may be lawfully taken by 
and allowed to barristicitors :— 

Where the subject-matter in dispute shall exceed £ 8. d. 
£1,000,000. For conducting the case through 
all Be stages, inclusive of advocacy at the 


. . . 


on 
— 

bh or 
ao 


In all other cases . ‘ ‘ y . ‘ ° 
And for every day on which the trial of an action 

shall last beyond one full day, a further allow- 

anceof .. : ; ; H : : . 006 

These fees shall be exclusive of court fees, stamps, and other 
disbursements properly incurred, but shall include law stationer’s 
charges, cab hire, tips to ushers, and bribes to witnesses in running- 
down cases. 

Provided that in any case on application to the judge at the 
trial, and if it shall appearto him that by reason of the difficulty 
of the case, the number of witnesses bribed, the heat of the weather, 
or other special circumstances, the said allowance shall be insufficient, 
he may, in his discretion, grant a certificate for a further allowance 
not exceeding one shilling and ninepence. E. F. T. 





—-— 





On Tuesday, in the First Division of the Court of Session, Edin * 
the retirement of Lord Deas was announced. The Lord President said that 
the resignation of Lord Deas, the oldest occupant of the Scottish Bench, 
after a judicial career of upwards of thirty years, was an event that could 
not be passed over in silence. As the next oldest judge of the court, he 
had, perhaps, the best opportunity of any man now living of estimating 
the value of his long public services, but his great qualities were known to 
and honoured by the whole profession of the law. Lord Deas had left his 
mark on the law of Scotland, perhaps as much as any man who ever sat 
there, and his name would be permanently associated with most of the 
remarkable decisions of his time. 


At the Greenwich Police Court, on Monday, Henry Charles Doman, 
solicitor’s clerk, appeared to a summons, at the instance of Isaac Fowler, 
for falsely pretending to be a solicitor. Mr. Ivens, who appeared for the 
prosecution, said that this was a very glaring case. The defendant was a 
solicitor’s clerk, in the service of Messrs. Freshfield. In May last he 
called upon Mr. Fowler, a florist, of Lee, in reference to an action 
brought by him against the Land Development Association. He said, 
‘Tf you will lay the case before me I will advise you whether you have a 
case.’ He subsequently said that he was one of the solicitors to the Bank 
of England; that he would get his costs out of the other side, but that 
Fowler might stock his garden with flowers, and plants to the value of 
about £5 were supplied. Defendant afterwards wrote that the case could 
not be brought at Westminster, but would be tried at the Greenwich 
County Court. Previous to the case being heard, defendant told Fowler 
that he was not a county court advocate, and that Mr. J. F. Liddiard, of 
Bedford-row, had taken up the case. Mr. Isaac Fowler bore to 
the facts as stated, and said that the defendant did not mention Mr. 
Liddiard’s name until three weeks before the case was heard. The action 
was heard at Greenwich County Court. He claimed for £56, and ny 
ment was given for £15, with no costs. He had not been able to get 


apers Jacob Fowler and Edward North gave corroborative evi- 
Hence as to the defendant having represented he was a solicitor. 
Defendant, in answer, himself, and said 


a few flowers. Mr. 
adjournment for Mr. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 


Unpercrounp Warter—Porivurion or Weti—Ricut or AcTION BY 
Owner or Apsorinc Wett.—In the case of Ballard v. Tomlinson, before 
the Court of Appeal, No. 1, on the 17th inst., the question was as to the 
right of an owner of a well to bring an action against the owner of another 
well, who, by discharging sewage into his well, had polluted the under- 
eee ane was the common supply of both wells. Since 1849 

e plaintiff, a brewer at Brentford, drew water from a well sunk toa 

of 222ft. into the London clay, and bricked round. From the bottom 
of the well a pipe was carried through the Thanet sand into the chalk to 
a depth of 300ft. from the surface. From the sand and chalk, which 
were water-bearing strata, the water found its way by natural pressure 
into the well, from which the plaintiff raised it by pumping. About 
ninety-nine yards from that well the defendant also had a well of similar 
construction and depth, and going down through the same strata, but the 
surface of the ground was about 10ft. higher than at the plaintiff's well. 
Both wells were supplied from the underground water. The defendant 
eae a drain by which sewage was discharged into his well, the 
plaintiff complained that the sewage had polluted the water in his well, 
and he claimed an injunction to restrain the defendant from so using his 
well as to pollute the water in or coming into the plaintiff's well, and he 
also claimed es for the injury caused by the pollution. Pearson, J., 
gave judgment for the defendant, being of opinion that the plaintiff had 
no ter right to the quality of the water than he had to the —— 
and that it was one of the incidents of the use of the water that the plain- 
tiff should take it subject to everything which had occurred to it by reason 
of the use of it by other landowners before it reached his land (see report, 
32 W. R. 589, L. R. 26 Ch. D. 194). The plaintiff appealed. The court 
(Bretr, M.R., and Corron and Linney, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 
Brerr, M.R., said that it could not be denied that sewage had been 
collected in an artificial shaft on the defendant’s land, and that it had 
lated or been drawn through by the plaintiff’s act into the water 
under the plaintiff's land. Percolating water is a common reservoir or 
source, in which no one has any property, but from which anyone has a 
right to appropriate any quantity. e question was whether any one of 
those who have that ae ited right of appropriation, but of whom 
each has no greater rights than the others, has a right to contaminate the 
common reservoir, or whether he is bound not to do anything which would 
prevent any of those persons obtaining the full value of theirright. It 
was true that the defendant, by polluting the common reservoir, did not 
pollute that in which the plaintiff had any property. If all the plaintiff 
could show was that the common source was contaminated, he could not, 
before he had appropriated any part of it, maintain an action in respect 
of that contamination. But it did not follow that he could not maintain 
the action when he had appropriated it, if there was evidence that the 
water which he had a right to appropriate had been contaminated by that 
which another person had done to the common source; in other words, 
although no one has any property in sucha source, yet, inasmuch as 
everyone has a right to appropriate it, he has a right to appropriate it in 
a natural state, and no one has a right to contaminate the source so as to 
prevent his neighbour having his right of appropriation. As to the 
oo that the pollution would not have occurred but for the plaintiff 
wing used artificial means, the question of natural—as distinguished 
from unnatural—user never ase to plaintiffs, but only to defendants. 
The question of natural and unnatural user only goes to this: that, 
although a defendant does contaminate water, or anything else which 
goes on to his neighbour’s land, yet, if that act is only the natural user 
of the land, and although by that act the neighbour is injured, the defend- 
ant is not liable, because otherwise he could not use his land at all. 
Therefore he was unable to agree with Pearson, J., on the ground that no 
one has any property in percolating water, which, as it comes “from a 
common source, everyone has a right to appropriate, but no one has a 
right to injure. Corroy, L.J., was of the same opinion. The right to 
ors acter water was an incident of the ownership of land. The 
it was not exercising that natural right by sending his sewage 
into the und und water. As soon as the defendant’s act interfered 
with the plaintiff's natural right, there was a cause of action. Lryp.ey, 
L.J., was of the same opinion.—CounsgL, Cookson, Q.C., Webster, Q.C., and 
De Castro; Sir F. Herschell, 8.G., Warmington, Q.C., and Vaughan 
Hawkins. Soutctrons, G. H. K. § G. A. Fisher; Wright § Pilley, for 
Ruston, Clark, § Ruston, Brentford. 


Trustez—Breacu or Trust—Ricut To INDEMNITY FROM CESTUI QUE 
TRUsT—Marrizep Woman.—In a case of Sawyer v. Sawyer, before the 
Court of Appeal on the 14th inst., a question arose as to the liability of a 
married woman to make good out of her separate property the loss occa- 
sioned by a breach of trust to which she consented. The action was 
brought on behalf of infant children, entitled in remainder under the 
trusts of a e settlement, for the purpose of compelling the trus- 
tees to make good es of trust in of the trust funds. By the 
settlement property of the wife was settled in trust for her for life, for her 

use, without any restraint on alienation, with remainder to the 
husband for life, with remainder to the children of the e; and 
the trustees were authorized, with the consent in writing of the husband 
and wife during their joint lives, to vary the investments of the trust 
funds. Between 1872 and 1875 portions of the trust funds were sold by 
the trustees, and the proceeds were, with the consent of the wife, ad- 





vanced to the husband. He never repaid the advances, and was adjudi- 
cated bankrupt in 1877. Upon the occasion of each of these advances the 
husband and wife signed promissory notes by which they severally and 
jointly promised to pay on demand the sum of stock, from the sale of 
which the sums advanced had arisen, to the trustees, for value received. 
In 1879 the court declared that the trustees were jointly and severally 
liable to replace the sums which had been thus sold out and lost. When 
the action came on for hearing upon further consideration, the trustees 
claimed to be entitled to retain the income of part of the trust funds 
to which the wife was entitled for her life for the purpose of recouping 
the amount which they had been compelled to make good, on the ground 
that she had been a consenting party to the breach of trust. Chitty, J., 
held that the trustees had no such right of retainer, and the decision was 
affirmed by the Court of Appeal (Baccattay, Bowgn, and Fry, L.JJ.), 
Fry, L.J., who delivered the judgment of the court, said that, having 
regard to the consent given by the wife to the sale of the stock, and to the 
payment of the proceeds to her husband, and to the promissory notes 
given by her to the trustees as such, and further to the fact that she, as 
cestui que trust, was entitled to receive moneys from the same trustees to 
whom she had become indebted, their lordships were of upinion that if, 
instead of being a married woman, she had been aman of full years, there 
would have existed a right of retainer against her life interest to make 
good her debt, which might have been enforced either by her children, as 
cestui que trusts in remainder, or by the trustees. Did the fact that she 
was a married woman make any, and, if so, what, difference in her 
liability? The primary duty of the trustees was the protection of the 
fund, which they did not protect; and before a trustee could claim the 
benefit of any charge or right of retainer against the interest of a married 
woman in the trust fund it appeared to their lordships to be reasonable that 
he should show that the charge or right of retainer was created by her with 
a full knowledge of all the circumstances. It was probable that in the 
case of a man of full years the court would presume him so to be acting, 
but in the case of a feme covert their lordships did not think that this pre- 
sumption existed in favour of the trustee, whose primary duty was to 
protect the fund for her benefit. His lordship referred to Ryder v. Bicker- 
ton (3 Sw. 80n., 1 Eden, 149n.), and Mara v. Manning (2 Jo. & Lat. 
311), in which Sir Edward Sugden said, ‘“‘I hope that the court may feel 
itself at liberty to treat a woman entitled for her separate use in posses- 
sion as sui juris, so as to bind her interest where she prevails upon her 
trustee to commit a breach of trust. But this could only be where the 
wife really acted for herself.’’ All the cases in which the separate estate 
of amarried woman had been held to be affected by a breach of trust were, 
so far as their lordships were aware, cases in which she had been an 
actual actor in the transaction herself; such as Crosby v. Church (3 Beav. 
485), Clive v. Carew (1 J. & H. 199), and Pemberton v. M’ Gill (2 Dr. & Sm. 
266). Inno case, so far as they knew, had her separate estate been charged 
on the mere ground of her having acquiesced in, or approved of, the 
breach of trust. The trustees in the present case had, in their lordships’ 
opinion, failed to show that the wife was fully informed of the state of 
the case, or that she really acted for herself.—CounseL, Cozens-Hardy, 
Q.C., Langley, and MacSwinney ; Romer, Q.C., E. M. Williams, and Jolliffe. 
Sorrcrrors, Hores ¢ Pattisson ; Soames, Edwards,~.§ Jones; Courtenay ¢ 
Croome. . 





Practice—DismissaL oF APPEAL FOR WANT OF PRrosEcUTION—DEFAULT 
In Givinc Sgcurrry ror Costs.—In a case of The Washburn and Moen 
Manufacturing Company v. Patterson, before the Court of Appeal, on 
the 18th inst., a question arose as to the proper order to be made on an 
application to dismiss an appeal on the ground that the eae had 
been ordered to give security for the costs of an appeal, and that a reason- 
able time had elapsed since the making of the order without his comply- 
ing with it. The order had been made on November 5, 1884. The. re- 

mdents’ counsel asked that an order ht be made for the immediate 
Ganslecal of the appeal. The appellant did not appear, and no explana- 
tion of the delay was offered. After sume discussion the court (BaccsL- 
Lay, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) made the order asked for. Baccauiar, 
L.J., said that no doubt some years ago the practice was, under such cir - 
cumstances, to make an order for the im late dismissal of the appeal. 
But the more recent practice had been to allow the geese a further 
limited time (which was either fixed by the court in the particular case, 
or was, without any direction by the court, inserted by the registrar in the 
order) within which to give the security, and to order that, if he did not give 
it within that time, the ap should stend dismissed without any further 
application to the court. No doubt this practice held out an inducement 
to an appellant to wait till he was stirred up by a second application. 
After consulting the judges who were sitting in the Court of Appeal, No. 
1, Baccatiay, L.J., said that it was desirable that there should be ene 
uniform practice. It was the ene of all their lordships that it would 
be better to revert to the old practice when, in the opinion of the 
court, a reasonable time had a without the security being given, 
and there were no extenuating umstances. Their lordships were of 
opinion that, as a general rule, three months would be more than a 
reasonable time. Therefore, in future, when three months, or what the 
court might consider a reasonable time, had elapsed without the security 
being given, an order would be made for the immediate dismissal of the 
appeal, unless the court was of opinion that there were extenuating cir- 
cumstances, in which case it well take all the circumstances into con- 
sideration, and would, if it ted further time, fix the timeitself. They 
did not lay it down as a rule that a less time than three months would 
never be sufficient, but an unexplained delay of three months would be 
sufficient.—CounseL, Webster, Q.C., and Bousfield. Soxicrrors, Radford ¢ 





Frankland. 
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HussanD AnD Wire—Suir ror Resrirution or Consucat Ricuts— 
Separation Dezp.—In a case of Clark v. Clark, before the Court of 
Appeal on the 13th inst., the question arose whether an agreement, con- 
tained in a separation deed between husband and wife, that the wife should 
not take any proceedings to compel the husband to live with her, is a bar 
to a suit by her for the restitution of conjugal rights. The deed con- 
tained a recital that the husband and wife had agreed to live separate 
from each other for the future, and there was a covenant by the trustee 
that the wife would not at any time thereafter take any proceeding for 
compelling the husband to live with her. The husband fulfilled the 
covenant on his part contained in the deed. The wife afterwards 
instituted a suit for the restitution of conjugal rights. The husband 
pleaded the covenant in the deed as a bar to the suit, and Butt, J., on 
this ground dismissed the petition. The Court of Appeal (Baccattay, 
Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision, approving that of Hannen, 
P., in Marshali v. Marshall (L. R. 5 P. D. 19). Baceatuay, L J., said 
that in Wilson v. Wilson (1 H. L. C. 838), Lord Cottenham, C., expressed 
an opinion that such a covenant was not against public policy, and Jessel, 
M.R., in Besant v. Wood (L. R. 12 Oh. D. 605), adopted the same view. 
Formerly courts of equity leant against such deeds, but ever since Lord 
Cottenham’s time they had been held good.—Counsgi, Keogh and 7atlock ; 
_— Q.C., and G. EZ. Lyon. Soutcrrors, F. G. Cordwell; E. Doyle § 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 


TrapE-Marx — Recistration — RecriricaTion OF ReoisteR — INpDkE- 
PEASIBLE TiTLE—EXprratTion or Frve Yrars—Parents, DesiGns, AND 
Trape-Marxs Acr, 1883, ss. 74, 76, 90.—In a case of In re Wragg’s 
Trade- Mark, before Pearson, J., on the 16th inst., a question arose as to 
the rectification of the register of trade-marks. The trade-mark had 
been registered on February 12, 1876. The application to remove the 
mark from the register was made by a person engaged in the same trade, 
who, and whose predecessors in business, had used a similar mark con- 
tinuously from 1872. There was evidence of the continuous use from 
before 1875 of similar marks by five other traders in the same description of 
goods, and it was contended that the mark was publici juris at the time 
when it was registered, and that it ought not to have been 
registered. On behalf of the respondent it was contended that, 
the mark being one which in its nature was capable of being 
registered as a trade-mark, he had acquired an indefeasible title to the 
exclusive use of it by its having been on the register for five years. 
Pearson, J., held that, as there was no exclusive right to the use of the 
mark at the time of registration, it ought not to have been registered, 
and that in such a case an indefeasible title was not acquired by the lapse 
of five years. The mark ought to be removed from the register, because 
it apparently conferred an indefeasible title on the person in whose name 
it was registered, and so | as it was on the register it would be in 
his power, if he were unjust, by threatening legal proceedings, to frighten 
other persons from the use of that which they. were entitled to use.— 
CounseL, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Sebastian ; Aston, Q.C., and Macrory. 
Sortcrrors, J. FE. ¢ H. Scott ; Robinson, Preston, § Stow. 





Evipence—Company—WINDING vup—EXAMINATION BY LIQUIDATOR— 
Use or Derosrrions—ADJOURNMENT OF Heartnc—Costs—Companigs Act, 
1862, s. 115.—In a case of In re The Great Western (Forest of Dean) Coal 
Consumers’ Company, before Pearson, J., on the 12th inst., a question arose 
as to the use which can be made of depositions taken by the official 
liquidator of a company in liquidation at an examination under section 
115 of the Companies Act. The liquidator desired to make some of the 
directors of the company liable for a misfeasance under section 165 of the 
Act, and he summoned various persons, including the directors in ques- 
tion, for examination under section 115. On the hearing of a summons 
issued against the directors under section 165, it was yan per to read the 
depositions as evidence against them. Prarson, J., held that the deposi- 
tion of each director could be read as evidence only against himself. The 
counsel for the liquidator then asked that the summons might stand over 
to enable him to obtain other evidence. The directors’ counsel contended 
that the hearing of the summons was equivalent to the trial of an action, 
and that the liquidator, having chosen to rely on that which was not 
evidence, could not be allowed to put in other evidence. Pxrarson, J., 
allowed the summons to stand over, for the purpose of procuring other 
evidence, but he ordered the liquidator to pay the costs of the day.— 
CounseL, Everitt, Q.C., and L. Ryland; Cookson, Q.C., and Warrington. 
Souicrrors, Clarke, Woodcock, ¢ Ryland ; Wilkins, Blythe, § Dutton. 





Venpor anp Purcuaser—Contract For Sate or Lanp—Ricut oF 
Venpor To Rescinp Conprtrons or Sate—Oasection To Form or Con- 
verancr.—In a case of Hardman v. Child, before Pearson, J., on the 14th 
inst., a question arose as to the right of a vendor to rescind a contract for 
the sale of land. The property was sold subject to a condition that every 
objection or requisition to or in respect of the title, or the evidence 
thereof, should be delivered to the vendors’ solicitors within fourteen days 
after the actual delivery of the abstract; and in ‘‘ default of such objections 
or requisitions, or subject thereto, the purchaser shall be deemed to have 
accepted the title. And if any objection or requisition, either as to the 
title or abstract, or evidence of title, . . . quantity of estate or interest, 
conveyance or otherwise, shall be insisted on, and the vendors be 
unable or unwilling to remove or comply therewith,” they should be at 
liberty to annul the sale. The vendors were trustees for sale under a 


will, and the culars of sale stated that they were trustees. When the 
abstract was delivered to the purchaser it appeared that, in the conve 
of the land to the testator, there were these words: ‘‘ Together with the 
appurtenances, and particularly the wall fence on the eastward side of the 
close of land, which wall fence is to be for ever hereafter repaired and kept in 
repair by the said [testator], his heirs and 2’ This liability to repair 
the wall had not been mentioned in the of sale, and the purchaser 
became aware of it for the first time from the abstract. He accepted the 
title, and tendered to the vendors a draft conveyance, which contained no 
reference to the obligation to repair the wall, but simply conveyed the 
land, together with the wall. The vendors’ solicitors anded the words: 
‘Subject to and with the liability for ever to repair such wall fence by 
the said [purchaser], his heirs and assigns.” The purchaser objected to 
this addition, and the vendors insisted on it. The purchaser would not 
agree to it, and the vendors gave notice to annul the sale. The —— 
brought the action for the specific performance of the contract, c’ 
declaration that the vendors were not entitled to rescind, and that 
vendors might be ordered to execute a conveyance without any words 
imposing a liability on the purchaser to repair the wall. Pearson, J., held 
that the vendors had no right to rescind, and that they must pay the costs of 
the action. He said that he did not intend to decide whether the obligation 
to repair the wall imposed on the testator by the conveyance to him was, 
or was not, in the nature of a covenant with the land. The recent 
cases on the subject showed that it was a matter of some — to 
determine whether a covenant ran with the land. It was to 
decide the point in the t case, for if the ob! ion ran with the 
land it would bind the purchaser, whether it was mentioned in his convey- 
ance or not. If it did not run with the land the vendors had no right to 
impose it on the purchaser, because it was not mentioned in the particulars 
or conditions of sale, and the purchaser was, therefore, entitled to have 
the property conveyed to him free from the obligation, and the vendors were 
notentitled to rescind the contract because the purchaser declined to assume 
the obligation. His lordship regretted exceedingly to hear that it was the 
common practice to insert a condition of sale enabling the vendor to rescind 
if he was unable or unwilling to remove or comply with any objection or 
requisition of the purchaser as to the conveyance. The only case in which 
he could conceive that such a condition would be proper was that of a 
sale by trustees, when the purchaser might require that the beneficiaries 
should be made parties to the conveyance, and the vendors might be 
unable to procure their concurrence. But, even in such a case, the 
conditions of sale, if they were properly drawn, would provide that the 
purchaser should be satisfied with a conveyance from the trustees. Inthe 
present case there was no ground for rescinding thecontract. The dispute 
as to the form of the conveyance might have been decided by a summons 
under the Vendor and Purchaser Act. The condition was only in 
to meet the case of an objection which the vendors were unable to remove, 
or, if not absolutely unable, the expense of removing it would be so great 
that it would be unjust to throw it upon them. The vendors were in the 
wrong, and they must pay the costs of the action.—Counse, Upjohn ; 
Dunning. Soutcrrors, Brunskill; Meredith § Co. 


—_— 


Breach or Trvst—Trusters’ Lianrerry—Deravitinc Soticrror— 
Loss or Trust Funps.—In the action of Dewar v. Brooke, which 
came before Kay, J., on the 13th inst., a question arose as to the 
liability of trustees to make good a sum of £7,000 which had been 
lost to the trust estate through the defalcations of a solicitor to whom 
they had confided the entire ent of the trust. The testator, who 
died in 1867, devisedand er al! hisresiduary real and personal estate 
in trust in equal shares for the benefit of his only son and daughter, but the 
daughter's share was settled by the will. An administration action was 
commenced in 1868, and the usual accounts were directed against the 
trustees. The solicitors of the trust were originally Messrs. Ashurst, 
Morris, & Co., and a to conirsiniee _ = we = 
former partner, Robert ey. su’ uen e e firm, 
it was arranged, with the consent of the trustees, that he should 
over this trust. In 1882 Harvey became bankrupt, and it was discovered 
that he had misappropriated £14,000 of the trust funds. cage 
allowed to retain all the trust ners and all the trust documents. 
any part of the trust estate was sold in the course of the administration, 
Harvey received the moneys for investment. He falsely represented to 
the trustees from time to time that he had invested the moneys in mort- 

, and he pon the pretended investments. Messrs. 
Cehuret & Morris, when the fraud wes discovered, voluntarily contributed 
£7,000. A petition was now presented by the testator’s ter that 
the trustees might be relieved from liability, and that the ion might 
be brought to an end. The son had married and had settled his share, 
but his wife and trustees did not oppose the petition. Kay, J., 
ordering a sum of £300, part of a oe which had been 
by the mortgagor to and misapprop by to be by 
the mo’ , said, on the question of the trustees’ ity, the 
trustees allowed an eminent firm of solicitors to receive trust 
moneys, whether capital, interest, or rents. It was that the 
trustees acted quite rightly, because the court was the 
trust. His lo ip always soli- 
citors to receive trust moneys, and whenever he found trust ina 
solicitor’s hands he always ordered him to . 
No administration by the court ever auth trustees to allow solicitors 
to receive such moneys. Then Harvey left the firm, and, under some 
arrangement, took over this particular business. The unfortunate 
trustees allowed Harvey also to receive all the moneys, and trusted to him 
entirely, and believed him tly when he told them he had made 


F 


i 





an 
investment, and made no inquiries whatever. If trustees were not to be 
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liable under these circumstances there would be no use in having trustees. 
The case of Speight v. Gaunt (32 W. R. 435, L. R. 9 App. Cas. 1) had no 
application. That was a case of an agent employed in the ordinary course 
0 business to make an investment, and the trustees took all the usual 
precautions. But it had never been held to be the duty of a solicitor to 
receive trust money. Trustees should know, or, if they would not know, 
the courts should endeavour to make them know, that they were just as 
much liable in allowing a solicitor to receive the trust funds as if they had 
= the money into their own pockets. Among Harvey’s papers three 

ocuments had been found purporting to be mortgages. Two of them 
were in blank and were incomplete securities on the face of them. As to 
the third the mortgagor had no title whatever. If the trustees had done 
their duty they would not have left the securities in the hands of their 
solicitors, and then they must have discovered that there were no title 
deeds whatever. It was impossible for the court to say that trustees who 
had such confidence in their solicitor that they did not take the precaution 
to see that there were title deeds were not liable for the loss that had 
erisen. Another item represented rents and income, but it was no part of 
a solicitor’s duty to collect rents and income, and the trustees were liable 
for that loss also. The cestuis que trust who were sui juris might forego 
any interest, but his lordship could not sanction any compromise which 
would not replace the whole fund.—Covunset, Barber, Q.C., and Waggett ; 
Pearson, Q.C., and Harris Lea; Hastings, Q.C., and Ingham; Bathurst. 
Souicrrors, Sharpe, Parkers, Pritchard, & Sharpe, for Mathews, Smith, § 
James, Birmingham ; Pickett § Mytton ; Tliffes,;Henley, § Sweet, for Laycock, 
Dyson, § Laycock, Huddersfield ; Rae. 





Morteace — Forectosure — Deravtt or APpPrpzEARANCE — PERIOD OF 
Repemption.—In the action of Davies v. Manley, which came before Kay, 
J., on the 13th inst., the much-debated question, whether in a foreclosure 
action one period or successive periods of redemption should be allowed 
in the case of successive mortgagees where they do not appear, was 
por | settled. "When this action came before his lordship on a previous 
occasion he allowed successive periods (ante, p. 221). The plaintiff now 
asked that one period only should be allowed, notwithstanding the 

revious order. Jt appeared that in an action of Doble v. Manley (ante, p. 

57) Chitty, J., after consultation with Kay, J., under similar circum- 
stances, made an order on the 10th inst. allowing one period only. Kay, 
J., said that he had conferred with Pearson, J., and Chitty, J., and that 
they had agreed upon a uniform practice—viz., that where defendants 
holding successive mortgages did not appear, one period of redemption 
only should be allowed, whether the words of the statement of claim 
were “‘the defendants are entitled,’’ or ‘“‘the defendants claim to be 
entitled,” to such mortgages. His lordship made the order.—Covunszt, 
Solomon. Sortscrrors, Hubbard, Son, & Eve. 





R. 8. C., 1883, orp. 55, rr. 4, 15—Genzrat ADMINISTRATION ORDERS 
BY Curer CLERK—ADMINISTRATION OF TRUSTS DECLARED BY DeEep.—In the 
case of Davidson v. Young, before Chitty, J., on the 14th inst., it was 
mentioned that an order had been made by the chief clerk under R. S. C., 
1883, ord. 55, r. 4, for the general administration of the trusts declared by 
a deed incorporating the Stuart Guarantee Association. It appeared that 
the association was formed amongst the officers of the Oriental Bank 
Corporation for the purpose of providing a guarantee fund against frauds, 
and a superannuation fund. The action was by a member of the associa- 
tion against its trustees for administration of the trusts, and the chief 
clerk, when making an order, had been of opinion that ord, 55, r. 15, 
providing that no judgment or order for general administration should be 
made under rule 4 of the order, or otherwise by the chief clerk applied to 
orders for the general administration of testators’ and intestates’ estates, 
and was not applicable to trusts declared by deeds. Ourrry, J., said that 
ord. 55, r. 15, clearly precluded the order being made. It was invalid. 
He should, however, as the parties wished it, treat the summons as ad- 

ourned, and at once make an order.—Covunsez, Butcher ; Stirling. 
miciroRs, Foss § Ledsam ; Murray, Hutchins, § Stirling. 





BANKRUPTCY CASES. 


Baxxrvrtcy Norice—“‘Frxau Jupcment”’—Jvupement ror Costs— 
Banxrvrtcy Act, 1883, s. 4, sup-secrion 1 (c.).—In a case of Ez parte 
Moore, before the Court of Appeal, No. 1, on the 13th inst., the question 
arose whether a debt, in respect of which a bankruptcy notice had been 
issued, was due to the creditor under a ‘final judgment’’ against the 
debtor. The creditor and the debtor had been in partnership as solicitors. 
The seep any articles contained a covenant by the debtor that he would 
not. img the continuance of the partnership term, or within ten years 
after the etermination thereof, pre as a@ solicitor, either on his 
own account or in partnership with any person other than the creditor, 
without his consent, within certain specified limits. The debtor committed a 
ps hig Peed cenepant, gage rey oy under the provisions of the 

, e notice to determine the partnership, and commenced 
an action against him for an injunction to Barca him’ from violating his 
covenant, for a dissolution of the partnership, and for damages. The 
defendant did not deliver a statement of defence, and the action was 
tried on motion for judgment in default of leading. By the judgment 
the court ordered and adjudged that the defendant should be perpetuall 
restrainedtfrom carrying on the business of a solicitor in violation of 
covenant, and the court declared that the partnershi, ought to be dis- 
apived as from the date of the plaintiff’s notice, and did order and decree 

same accordingly. And it was ordered that an inquiry should be 





made what was the amount of damages which the plaintiff had sustained 
by reason of the defendant’s breach of covenant, and that the defendant 
should, within fourteen days from the date of the chief clerk’s certifi. 
cate, pay to the plaintiff the amount of the pomagee when ascertained and 
certified, and it was ordered that the defendant should pay to the plain. 
tiff the taxed costs of the action. The costs were taxed, but the inquiry 
as to damages was not prosecuted. The defendant paid a part of the 
taxed amount of the costs, and in December, 1884, the plaintiff served on 
him a bankruptcy notice for the unpaid balance. On the application of the 
defendant, Mr. Registrar Brougham set aside the bankruptcy notice, on the 
ground that, until the damages had been ascertained, the judgment was not 
final. The registrar also thought that, having regard to what was said b 
Cotton, L.J., in Ex parte Chinery (32 W. R. 469, L. R. 12 Q. B. D. 342), it 
was necessary that the judgment on which the bankruptcy notice was 
founded should have been one which ascertained a pre-existing liability 
of the defendant to the plaintiff, and that an order for payment of costs 
did not ascertain any previously existing liability. The Court of Appeal 
(Lord Se.zorne, C., Brett, M.R., and Corron, L.J.) reversed the decision, 
and held that the bankruptcy notice ought to stand. Lord Se.zoryg, C., 
said he thought it ey clear that the sum claimed was due to the 
plaintiff under a final judgment. To constitute an order of the courta 
final judgment nothing more was necessary than that there should be a 
proper Jitis contestatio and a final adjudication between the parties to it on 
the merits. There was clearly a judgment in the present case, and it was 
clearly final. The only question was whether the fact that the judgment 
could not be said to be final with regard to the damages until the amount 
had been ascertained, made any difference. His lordship was of opinion 
that that circumstance could make no difference, inasmuch as the right to 
the costs was wholly independent of the inquiry as to damages. His lord- 
ship could not accede to the argument that the word “‘ creditor” in sub- 
section 1 (g.) meant a person who was a creditor before the judgment. In 
his opinion the word meant a creditor under the judgment—a judgment 
creditor. His lordship did not differ from any of the previous decisions 
on the sub-section. The expressions used by some of the judges as 
to the ‘‘final judgment’? being one which ascertained a pre-existing 
liability, must be read in conjunction with the facts of the cases in 
which they were used. Brerr, M.R., said that a mere order for the pay- 
ment of money, however final it was, could not be called a “‘ final judg- 
ment” within the meaning of sub-section 1 (g.). But, if the order was 
an indivisible part of a final judgment, the judgment could not be divided 
into two parts, one final and the other not final. Here everything which 
had to be done by the court was at end; the judgment was final, and the 
order for payment of costs was part of the judgment. The costs were 
a debt due in respect of a ‘‘ final judgment.’’ The refined argument that 
the judgment must have been recovered by a man who was previously a 
creditor would not bear discussion ; it would shut out every judgment but 
a judgment for a debt. Corron, L.J., said that the judgment was a final 
judgment that the defendant had broken his covenant, and that he should 
be perpetually restrained from committing further breaches, and that the 
partnership should be dissolved, and accompanying the judgment was an 
order for the payment of costs. That, in his lordship’s opinion, was a 
final judgment for the payment of the taxed’amount of the costs. The 
inquiry which was directed in no way,interfered with the judgment as to 
costs. His lordship saw no reason to qualify what he said in Ex parte 
Chinery. If a defendant had committed a tort, there was a previously 
existing liability on his part to the plaintiff. In the present case there 
was a previously existing liability of the defendant under the partnership 
articles, and that liability was ascertained by the judgment. Every word 
of what was said in Ez parte Chinery applied to the present case. Of course, 
the order for payment of costs did not enforce a pre-existing liability of 
the defendant, but it formed part of a final judgment which did.—Covn- 
sEL, Romer, Q.C., and F. Cooper Willis; H.. Reed. Soxtcrroxs, Hamlin, 
Grammer, § Hamlin ; Rogers § Chave. 





CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 


Soricrror anv Ortent—Costs—TAaxaTION—ASSIGNMENT OF Bru or Costs— 
Soxicrrors Act, 1843 (6 & 7 Vicr. c. 75), s. 37.—In a case of In re Ward, 
before Pearson, J., on the 17th inst., the question arose whether a person 
to whom a solicitor had assigned a bill of costs was entitled to obtain 
against the client the common order for the taxation of the bill. Another 
bill of costs was due from the client to the solicitor, and the assignee 
did not ask for its taxation. The common order to tax having been 
obtained, the client moved to discharge it. It was contended on his 
behalf that the assignee of a particular bill of costs could not obtain 
an order for its taxation ; that he was not an ‘‘assignee” of the solicitor 
within the meaning of section 37 of the Act 6 & 7 Vict. c. 73, that word 
being used in conjunction with the words ‘‘executors and adminis- 
trators,’’ and pointing, not to the assignee of a particular bill of costs, 
but to the general assignee in moe or insolvency of the solicitor. At 
any rate, it was urged that one of the bills due from the client to the 
solicitor could not be taxed alone. Psrarson, J., discharged the order, 
with costs, as He said that he would not decide whether the 
assignee of the bill was an “‘assignee’’ within the meaning of the Act. 
He was not prepared to say that he was not, but it was unnecessary to 
decide the point, because the other objection was a fatal one. There was 
another of costs in dispute between the solicitor and the client, and 
no a tion was made to tax that bill. The applicant, it was said, 
could not ask to have that bill taxed, for he knew nothing of it, 
and the result of including it in the taxation might be that more 
than one-sixth might be taxed off, and then he would have to pay 
the costs of the taxation. But the fact that he was in this difficulty 
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was no reason why he should place the client in as great a difficulty b; 
asking for the taxation of one bill only. In his lordship’s opinion, 

there were several unsettled bills of costs between a 80: tor and his 
jent, an order to tax one pill alone ought to be made as of course. The 
taxation ought not to be asked for piecemeal, but all the bills ought to be 
taxed together, otherwise there was the risk of doing the greatest injustice | admitted as an attorney 
ble for the assignee of one of 1866, and that he had since then omitted to renew it only on account of 
done by means | want of means and not from apprehension of any p i 
that he had applied to the Master of the Rolls to re-admit him, and that 


to the one party or the other. If it was 
several bills of costs to obtain a taxation, it could not be 


of the common order, but must be made the subject of a special app: ication. 


—CounssL, Hadley; 8. Dickinson. Sourcrrons, Tyrrell Lewis, § Co. ; the Inco his 
und of his conduct in the Twiss case, producing to the Master of the 
ter 


Tamplin, Taylor, $ Joseph. 


_- 


Marrrep Woman—SEePaRatE Property—Payment or Taxep Costs— 
Taxation ORDER NAMING Huspanp anp Wrrr.—In the case of Parkes v. 
Hutchison, before Chitty, J., on the 13th inst., a motion was made by a 
firm of solicitors for the appointment of a receiver of the separate estate of 

ied woman, in of taxed costs due 
from her to the applicants. It appeared that Mrs. H. had purchased out of 
separate estate a easehold house, and that the applicants had been en; 


the defendant, Mrs. H., a marri 





Feb. 18.—In the Matter of 


rated Law Society had opposed 
olls certain newspaper cu 


(Before Lord CoLERIDGE, C.J., and Manisty, J.) 


Chaffers. 


This was an application by Mr. Chaffers for an order on the registrar to re- 
insert his name on the roll of solicitors. He stated in his affidavit that he was 
in 1843, that his last annual certificate was in 


him ; 
-application only on the 
which he refused the 


ttings, af 
ion. The 23 & 24 Vict. c. 127, s. 23, Solicitors Act, 1860, 


applicati 
Trided that solicitors might apply to the Master of tie a and 
attorneys to the courts of common law. Then the Judicature Act made 


attorn' = solicitors, and the 40 & 41 Vict. c. 25, repealed that and 

substituted this—that any solicitor might appt the Master of the Rolls, 
all “‘ right already existing.” nder these enactments, 

Mr. ers now applied to the court to re-admit him. This, he said, 

was not an appeal from the Master of the Rolls, but an original applica- 


by her in the purchase, and also in defending an action brought t tion, and he theref ore produced a new affidavit, explaini conduct in 


Mrs. H. and her husband by the lessor for infringement of a covenant not 
to build on part of the premises, in which action the plaintiff had obtained 


an injunction. The a plicants’ costs had been ona 


alleging that the petitioners employed the applicants as solicitors, and that 
the petitioners submitted to pay what should ser thy be due to the 

g that the master 
certify, and that the amount certified be paid by the party from whom to 
the to whom the same should be certified to be due. It was sub- 
mitted that the order, being against the husband and wife, showed that the 
wife’s estate was bound, especially as the facts showed that the action was 


solicitors on taxation of their bill, and the order 


the wife’s. COunrrry, J., sai that the applicants moved on 


the order for taxation operated as @ ju engee which affected the married 
woman. But, on the face of the order, her separate estate was not bound, 
or, to speak more correctly, it was not an order to pay which, as against 
the married woman, CO on the face of it, be enforced. Although the 
petition and order mentioned both the names of the husband and wife, the 
whole proceedings must be deemed to be substantially that of the husband 
alone, so far as the present motion was concerned. If the facts were as 
stated, there was, of course, nothing to prevent the applicants obtaining a 

estate, and movi 
accordingly, but the present motion, founded on the taxation order, failed. 


proper judgment against the married woman’s 


—CovunsEL, Dawney. Soxicrror, E. W. Parkes. 





HicH Court OF JusTICE.—QUEEN’S BENCH DIvIsIoN.: 


(Before MANISTY and Matuew, JJ.) 
Feb. 17.—In re Simmons, Ex parte The Incorporated 


This was an application on the part of the Incorporated Law Society 
for an attachment against a person for contempt in acting in the name of 
a solicitor without his authority, and it raised a very important question 


as to whether the society has a locus standi to take such & 


R. T. Reid, Q.C. (Hollams with him), having brought forward the motion 


and brieily stated its effect 


Scarlett, on the part of the defendant, objected that the Incorporated 
Law Society had no locus standi in the matter, being mere strangers to 
the action in which the party accused had acted, and having no power in 
their charter or otherwise to intervene in this way, whether by voking 


the authority of the court as for an alleged contempt 
way. He cited the terms of the charter to show that 


authority to the society, and he cited also the terms of the statute under 
which the alleged offence was charged, the Solicitors Act, 23 & 24 Vict. c. 
127 (altering 6 & 7 Vict. c. 73), which made it a contempt of court for 
any one not properly qualified to act as @ solicitor, or in the name of a 
solicitor, without his authority, The Incorporated Law Society were 
certainly allowed to sue for a penalty, but only with the sanction of the 
Attorney-General. [Manisry, J.—Assuming a contempt has been com- 
mitted, how is it to be brought before the court? ] By some information 
no doubt. [Manisry, J.—When it is brought before the court inany way, 
cannot the court act?)] It can only act on the information of some auth 
person. [Maruew, J -_Could not the client come to the court and invoke its 
authority?} Probably so, but he is a to the action. [Maruew, J.— 


Suppose the matter comes to the knowledge of a master, 


of the court, and he informs the court?] Certainly; but the Incorporated 


Law Society are strangers, and are not officers of the court 


The officers of the court are equally strangers to the antl, ot the parties 


may not choose to bring the matter before the court.] 


that case the offending parties might esca punishment altogether. 


[Marnew, J.—We cannot suppose that the Inco 


are acting capriciously, and we must hear what they have to say in the 


matter. | 


R. T. Reid, Q.C., then proceeded to read the affidavits, from which it 
nee that Simmons had used the name of one Kirkby as a solicitor, 


Scarlett did not dispute this, but denied that he had acted without 
Kirkby’s authority, and alleged that he had acted as the managing clerk of 


Kirkby. He said Simmons had made an affidavit to 


further, that he was not able at present to get at ag 


The Court said it was impossible to in 


fact upon affidavit; and, according to the © course, the matter 


must be referred to the master, adding that the master, 
right, could call on Kirkby to appear.—Times. 






the Twiss case, whic 
The Court, however, said question first 


he said, the only ground of opposition. 


petition by Mr. | ; a 
and Mrs. H. The petition and order were in the common form, the petition juss ri on nang 2 Sees Soe egrets? or whether it was not vested solely in 


the footing that 


Law Society . 


course 


or in any other 
it gave no such 


one of the officers 
. [Manisry, J.— 
certainly in 
Law ety 


that effect, and, 


if he thought it 


Master of the Rolls, and that, th 


entertain the application. 
Lord Corerrer said he had some doubt whether the words in the last 


a “right”? when the 


wer henceforth should be in the Master of 


application could not he 


already acquired. 


words W. 





Act, ‘‘ That the repeal shall not affect any rig 

not reserve the applicant’s right as an attorney to 4 ply to the courts of 

common law as under the former Act. He nbnitted, 

words would not apply unless the applicant could be deemed to have had 
Act passed, and that, possibly, even then it 

might be said that it was only provided that the ‘repeal’? should not 

affect the right, and that here there was an express enactmen 


R. T. Reid, Q.C. (Hollams with him), on the part of the Incorporated 
Law Society, submitted that ee ‘was vested solely in the 
ore, this court had no jurisdiction to 


ht already acquired,” did 


e clear on the point as to dissent from his learned brother, who was very 
clear in the opposite view, and, therefore, the result would be that the 


gran 
, J., said he was uite clear that the jurisdiction was now in 
the Master of the Rolls. e Act now required 
take out annual certificates, and that if they omitted to do so they could 
be restored only by the order of the Master of the Rolls. te eae 
only that the repeal of the former enactment should not 
i But what right had the applicant acquired? And 
whatever he ow he had acquired, it was not the re’ but the — 
ich gave the jurisdiction only to the of the , 
Application, therefore, refused on that ground.-—Zimes. 








courts), but more recently he was 
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rears later on became ay ap of Cop; 
t office till 1863, when was appointed 


married 
several children. 


nearly sixty years at Hallte™ He was former! 
late Mr. James Stansfeld (who afterwards 


OBJTUARY. 


& soxander, and the oldest solicitor at Halifax), died at bis residence, 
Craven , Halifax, at the age of eighty-one. Mr. Craven was born 
in 1803. He was admitted a citor in 1825, and had ractised for 


ly in partn with the 
yy in per jndge of county 
with Mr. Michael Henry 


associated 
Rankin, and with Mr. Arthur William Alexander, the registrar of the 
Halifax County Court. Mr. Craven had an extensive private —. 
He was for fifty years clerk to the West Riding 
and he was also clerk to the Commissioners of Taxes at that place. 


magistrates at 


THE HON, EDWARD CECIL CURZON, 
The Hon. Edward Cecil Curzon, barrister, formerly Registrar of Joint 


Ouse, 
12th inst. niet arson was the son of the late Baroness de la Zouch, by the 
Hon. Robert Curzon, M.P., and was born in 1812. He was educated at 


Harrow and at Christ Church, Oxford, where he took the usual degrees, 
carne was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Easter Term, 1840. Two 


es. He retired from the latter office in 876. He was a magistrate 
and deputy-lieutenant for the county of Middlesex. Mr. Curzon was 
i in 1834 to the daughter of r. James Daniell, and he leaves 
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SOLICITORS’ COSTS UNDER THE 
BANKRUPTCY ACT, 1883. 


Tue following scheme for remuneration of the debtor’s solicitor by scale 
in lieu of item charges has been adopted by the Sheffield District 
Incorporated Law Society, and submitted by that society tothe Right 


Hon. the President of the Board of Trade. 


Minvtr. 


This scheme is submitted on the ground that a bankrupt, however 
honest and straightforward, requires the advice and help of his solicitor 
during the bankruptcy, more especially if he be a commercial man engaged 
perhaps in several partnerships with different partners, some presses 
dissolved prior to the bankruptcy, and some still existing. In such a case 
complicated questions must arise as to the rights and priorities of the 
various classes of creditors, and as to the various properties on which such 
creditors have claims, which questions the debtor is wholly unable to 
explain or answer without | help. There are often, too, transactions 
which the debtor knows to be fair and above board, but which he feels 
that he will fail to explain satisfactorily unless he has the assistance of the 
solicitor who ad him thereon. Every debtor, too, during his bank- 
ruptcy, feels constantly in need of advice and assistance from his solicitor 
in connection with the bankruptcy. All this aid and assistance the debtor, 
under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869 usually (except where the estates were 
very large) received _ from the solicitor acting for him on the filing of his 
petition, because the costs paid to such solicitor out of the estate for 
— ministerial work down to the first meeting of creditors were so 
arge that they recouped such solicitor indirectly for his services rendered 
to the debtor. Under the Act of 1883, this indirect remuneration to the 
debtor’s solicitor, for services to the debtor under the bankruptcy, is 
abolished, and the debtor is now left stripped of means to pay his solicitor 
indirectly, and has consequently to face the ordeal of bankruptcy alone and 
unaided, unless some friend will pay the costs of the solicitor who is 
engaged to watch over the debtor’s interests, or unless some solicitor out 
of charity, or by reason of an old business connection with the debtor, 
advises and assists him gratis. It is submitted that this should not be the 
case, and that the debtor’s solicitor is a paper, Bpesseew d art of the 
machinery of any bankruptcy, and as such should be recognized and paid, 
not indirectly as heretofore, but directly out of the debtor’s estate, and 
that a debtor who feels that in the interests of his creditors he ought to file 
his petition in bankruptcy should not be deterred from so doing because he 
can find no friend who will agree to pay his solicitor’s charges for advising 
and assisting the debtor throughout the proceedings. 

The following scheme would remedy the grievance above referred to :— 


Proposep Scaz, 


_ There should be paid to each debtor’s solicitor out of the debtor’s estate, 
in satisfaction of his charges for acting as such debtor’s solicitor in the 
bankruptcy, including the preparation, attesting, and filing of the debtor’s 
petition (if any), the preparation, attesting, and filing of any declaration by 
such debtor of his inability to pay his debts, all attendances on and advice 
to the bankrupt during the continuance of the bankruptcy and arising 
thereout, all attendances and applications at or to the court, or upon or to 
the official receiver, or at any meetings of creditors which, subject to the 
exceptions hereinafter contained, shall in the interests of the bankrupt be 
age or advisable, including any application or applications for such 
debtor’s dis £3 for every £100 distributed as a dividend or dividends 
to the creditors of such debtor, fractions of £100 being reckoned as £100. 
Except that in the case of a small bankruptcy administered summarily 
under section 121 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, the debtor’s solicitor’s 
remuneration should be £3 if the amount distributed in dividend shall be 
under £100, and £5 if it shall exceed that sum but be under £300. The 
remuneration should be payable to the debtor’s solicitor (if any) in cases 
where the receiving order is made on a creditor’s petition, as well as in 
cases where it is made on thedebtor’s petition. In calculating the amount 
distributed in dividends, any amount paid to or realized by a secured 
creditor in or towards satisfaction of his security (not being a dividend on 
an unsecured balance) should not be included. In case under the above 
scale the remuneration to a debtor’s solicitor would exceed £100, then no 
mote than £100 should be paid to such debtor’s solicitor out of such debtor’s 
, except by order of the Board of Trade, with power for the debtor's 
, in case the Board of Trade shouJd refuse to make such order, or 
should make an order for the allowance of an amount which such debtor’s 
solicitor should consider to be insufficient, to appeal to the High Court. 
The Board of Trade and the High Court in fixing the amount (if any) to be 
to the debtor’s solicitor over the above-mentioned sum of £100 should 
regard to the magnitude of the interests involved, and the knowledge, 
and ability shown by the debtor’s solicitor, as well as to the actual 
done by such debtor’s solicitor. In the case of a receiving order 
a Pages firm, in which case one solicitor acts for all the 
partners, amount on which such solicitor’s remuneration is to be 
ye should be ascertained by adding together the amounts distributed 
in dividend in the joint and the separate estates, and in the case of a 
against the partnership firm, where the partners are 
by separate solicitors, each such solicitor should be entitled to 
ee Berl a on = Bo cena distributed in dividend to the 
¢ "s separa ite, plus such proportion of the amount 
distributed in dividend out of the joint cstihe us would under the 
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above “Should be exclusive of all court fees and pafmeuts to the 











official receiver, and of all reasonable travelling expenses of the debtor's 
solicitor, in attending at the debtor’s request at the court, or upon the 
official receiver, or at any meeting of creditors, watching over the interests 
of the debtor. The above scale should not include any charges in relation 
to defending any debtor against whom criminal proceedings have been 
instituted ; nor should it include any charges incurred by the debtor's 
solicitor under the express instructions of, and as solicitor for, the trustee 
appointed under the bankruptcy, if such solicitor shall happen to represent 
both the debtor and the trustee under the bankruptcy; nor should the 
above scale include any allowance under section 70 of the Bankruptcy Act, 
1883, for the preparation of the debtor’s statement of affairs, but it should 
include advice to the person appointed by the court, under the above 
section, to pre such statement of affairs, as to the manner in which any 
questions arising in or out of the preparation of such statement of affairs 
are to be dealt with. Costs payable to the debtor’s solicitor under this 
scale should be paid after payment of the taxed costs of the petitioning 
creditor, if any, in relation to the petition, and next after payment of the 
remuneration of the trustee, if any, appointed under the bankruptoy 
proceedings, and should be paid prior to the distribution of any dividend 
payable. In case an order s be made for the administration of the 
estate of a deceased debtor in bankruptcy, under section 125 of the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1883, the solicitor to the executor or administrator of the 
yma debtor should be remunerated according to the above scale out of 
the debtor’s estate in the same manner asif such debtor had during his life 
been adjudicated a bankrupt, and such remuneration should include all 
necessary advice, aid, and assistance to such executor or administrator 
during the proceedings and arising thereout subsequently to such order 
being made, but it should not include advice on, or the defence for, such 
executor or administrator of any action, motion, or that may be 
commenced, brought, made, or taken with the view of rendering such 
executor or administrator personally responsible for any neglect or 
misfeasance. 

N.B.—It is to be observed that the above scale does not deal with the 
remuneration of a trustee’s solicitor or a petitioning creditor’s solicitor, 
which, unless otherwise dealt with, will be fixed by the rules now in force. 








, LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Honours EXAMINATION. 
January, 1885. 

At the examination for honours of candidates for admission on the ro'l 
of solicitors of the Supreme Court, the examination committee recommen ied 
the following gentlemen as — entitled to honorary distinction :— 

test Cass. 
{In order of Merit. ] 

George Edward Hindley Maggs, who served his clerkship with Messrs 
Chadwick & Sons, of Dewsbury; and Messrs. Ridsdale & Son, of London. 

Hugh Frank Wills Chandler, who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
Chandler & Son, of Basingstoke. 

Albert Howe, who served his clerkship with Mr. Arthur John Bianey, of 
Sheffield. 

Szeconp Cuass. 
[In Alphabetical order. ] 

Robert Bradshaw Batty, who served his clerkship with Mr. Jam2s John 
Lambert, of Manchester. 

David Cochrane, who served his clerkship with Mr. Francis Willowes 
Topham, of West Bromwich. 

ercival John Metcalfe, who served his clerkship with Mr. Arthur 
Harrison Stamford, of Peel, Stamford, & Hines. 

Alexander Pope, who served his clerkship with Mr. Arthur William 
Hurrell, of London. 

Walter Edward Richardson, who served his clerkship with Messrs. 
Miles, Bouskell, & Place, of Leicester; and Mr. Charles John Mander, of 
London. 

Walter Mace Shipman, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. James 
Kershaw, of the firm of Messrs. Grundy, Kershaw, Saxon, & Samson, of 
Manchester and London. 

Thomas William Smith, who served his clerkship with Mr. Edwin Low, 
of the firm of Messrs. Smith, Fawdon, & Low, of London. 

Walter Morgan Willcocks, who served his clerkship with Mr. Augustus 
Wakeford May, of London. 

Turep Oxass. 
[In Alphabetical order. ]} 

William Tom Glass Hooper, who served his clerkship with Mr. William 
John Battishill, of the firm of Messrs. Battishill & Houlditch, of Exeter. 

William Moss, who served his clerkship with Mr. aig I Kay, of Leeds. 

Herbert Nield, who served his clerkship with Mr. William May, of the 
firm of Messrs. May, Sykes, & Batten, of don. « 

Rudolph Salomonson, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Brown & 
Rogers, of Chester; and Messrs. Bolton, Robbins, & Busk, of London. 

ames Alfred Speirs Scott, who served his clerkship with Mr. William 
John Storrow Scott, of Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

Walter Edward Tyer, M.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. Arnold 
Summers Munns, of the firm of Messrs. Munns & Seunten, of London. 

The Council of the Incorpurated Law Society have accordingly given 
class certificates and awarded the following prizes of books :— 

To Mr. Maggs, wet ne of the Honorable Society of Clement’s Inn— 
value ten guineas ; the Daniel Reardon Prize—value about twenty-five 
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To Mr. Chandler, the prize of the Honorable Society of Clifford’s Inn— 


value five guineas. 
To Mr. Howe the prize of the Honorable Society of New Inn—value five 


eas. 
ome council have given class certificates to the candidates in the second 
and third classes. 
The number of candidates who attended the examination was fifty-nine. 





LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Samvet Gzorcz Jounson, solicitor, of Nottingham, has been elected 
President of the Nottingham Incorporated Law ety for the ensuing 
year. Mr. Johnson was admitted a solicitor in 1854. He is town clerk of 
Nottingham, and registrar of the Borough Court of Record. 


Mr. Gzorcz Freperick S.apk, solicitor, of Wallingford and Didcot, 
has been appointed Registrar of the Wallingford County Court (Circuit 
No. 37), in succession to Mr. Rowland William Atkinson, resigned. Mr. 
Slade was admitted a solicitor in 1879. 


Mr. Russert Cooxz, of 3, New-inn, Strand, solicitor, has been ap- 
inted a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of 
udicature. Mr. Cooke was admitted a solicitor in January, 1879. 


Mr. Rozert Hicuens Bamrtzxp, solicitor, of St. Ives, Cornwall, has been 
elected Town Clerk of that borough, in succession to Mr. Richard Pender 
Tyacke, deceased. Mr. Bamfield was admitted a solicitor in 1836. 


Mr. Witu1am Briar Greiine, solicitor (of the firm of Blair & W. B. 
Girling), of No. 3, Guildhall-chambers, Basinghall-street, E.C., has been 
a a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of 

udicature. 


Mr. Atrrep T. Davies, solicitor, of 14, Cook-street, Liverpool, has been 
appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Courts of the County 
Palatine of Lancaster. 


Mr. Ricnarp Wrix1aM Crarence Hatsg, solicitor, of 61, Cheapside, has 
been elected Chairman of the Central Markets Sub-Committee in the 
Court of Common Council. Mr. Halse was admitted a solicitor in 1860. 
He is a common councilman for Cheap Ward. 


Mr. Joun GREENFIELD, solicitor (of the firm of Greenfield & Abbott), 37, 
Queen Victoria-street, London, E.C., and Kingston-on-Thames, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for taking Affidavits, &c., in the Supreme 
Court at Melbourne, Colony Victoria. 





DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIP. 

Sypnzy Cuartes Hapiey and Horace Gartanp (Hadley & Garland), 
solicitors, Albert-buildings, 49, Queen Victoria-street, London, and 
Ealing. Feb. 9. The said Horace Garland will henceforward carry on 
business alone at No. 9, Knight Rider-street, London. 

Grorce Twynam and Henry Hersert Price (Twynam & Price), soli- 
citors, 35, Bucklersbury, London. Dec. 3i. The said business will be 
carried on by the said George Twynam alone. (Gazette, Feb. 13.] 

EpwarDWALLwyn Jamzs, WALTER Boucuer Jamgs, and ALFRED EpwarpD 
Jams (James, Son, & James), solicitors, 23, Ely-place, Holborn, Middle- 
sex. Dec. 31. [ Gazette, Feb. 17.] 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
Cxancery Drviston.—Mr. Justice Prarson’s Court. 

On and after Monday, February 23, witness actions will be taken, 
= dw the following actions will be in the paper on Monday, 

‘ebruary 23 :— . 

Stephenson v. Stephenson. 

Exchange, &c., Company v. Association of Land Finance. 

In re Blakely, Wickham v. Digby. 

Drury v. Bennett. 

Gaskell v. Phillips & Co. 

Lloyds’ Banking Company v. Jones. 

Leigh v. Burnett. 

7 v. Burnett. 

ailey v. House Property Company. 

Lydney, &c., Railway Company v. Bird. 

It is considered advisable that London and country causes should be 
taken alternately, so as to obviate the necessity of bringing witnesses to 
town before they are wanted. The solicitors in the witness actions in the 
printed list are requested to inform the registrar whether the actions in 
which they are concerned are London or country causes, in order to 
facilitate the mp of the daily cause lists. This information 
should be given not later than to-day, Wednesday. 








hh eh SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. sa i. 

eb. 24.—Mr. GsorGEe G. FLint, .m., Freeh: Estate (see 

advertisement, Jan. 24, p. 4). sean iti heey ; 

Feb. 25.—Messrs, Epwin Fox & BovsFisip, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold 

Feb. ce hag net Gra , Oe & Co., at the Mart, at 2 p.m 
Freehold Properties (see advertisement, Feb, i4, Pp. 4). aa 


Feb. 23 Mr. Merivale Mr. 
we 24 King 





COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


APPEAL CouRT APPEAL COURT Mr. Justice 
No. 1. No. 2. V. ©. Bacon. Kay 


King 











at 11, at his chambers, fi 
. W. OVENS Co: 


Go, Gresham st, solicitors for the 
County PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
Loarep 


Frren: 
Socrsty, Old Inn, 

FLOWER OF THE FLOCK LopGE, ORDER OF Deus Faumnpiy Socrery, Glen Ter- 
race Inn, Waterfoot, Newchurch, Lancaster. Feb 14 


Clowes 
Koe Merivale 
Clowes 
Koe Merivale 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Norra. iN 
28 Mr. Pemberton Mr.Carrington Mr. Lavie 
Ward po ee Lavie 
ha Seeieghe Lavi 
a 
= Jackson ” 4 
COMPANIES. 
WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jornt Stock ComPanrgs. 
LoaITED IN CHANCERY. 
CTURING COMP. Lunren.—Petition for win 


ANY, ding up, 
before Bacon, V.C., on Feb 21. Jehnaen 


to be heard 
Temple, agents for Clark and Co, Lancaster, soliciters for 


oners 
ForEIGN BoTTrLE CoMPANY, ern J., has fixed Feb 23 
or the appointment of an official iquidator 
A anp Company, Luoarep.—Creditors are uired, on or before 
Maxch 14, 0 gepé thet pemee snd addresees, and the of their debts 


or claims, to Edward 
is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and c’! 


8, Lothbury. onday, March 23, at 12, 
j Gazette, Feb. 13.) 


CHILLINGTON Iron Company, Luw1TEp.—By an order made 1h aA 
Feb 6, it was ordered that the youn Saas up of the company be con- 
tinued. Pilcher, Pall Mall, solicitor for petitioner 

CRrowN PUBLISHING COMPANY, .—Petitien for win up, Fenvet 
Feb 14, directed to be heard before Pearson, J., on Saturday, Feb 28. 
South sq, Gray’s inn, solicitors for the petitioner 

NSDALE LEAD G@ CoMPaNy, Lrwtrep.—Bacon, V.C., has fixed Thursday, 

Feb 26, at 12, at his chambers, for the ‘tment of an official liq: 

MATACONG AND NORTH-WEsT AFRICAN ANY, LiwiTED.—By an order made 


by Chitty, J., dated Feb 9, it was ordered the be up. 
Whi wi ®, coin's ium, agent for Milward amd Co, Birmingham, 
oners 
PERTY TRUST, Liwi1TED.—Petition for up, presented Feb 14, 
directed to be heard before Kay, J., on Friday, Fob a het and Go, Greshom 
st, solicitors for the petitioners 


| Gazette, Feb. 17.] 
Cures, Pa eee Somer Petition f ‘in 
ING — ion for w ding 
1, directed to be heard before V.C., on Saturday, Feb 


Gazette, Feb. 13.) 
IN CHANCER’ 


Y. 
Burrs Company, Luarep.—The Vice-Chancellor has an 

pointed Thomas Warcranth, © Tacketts st, Blackburn, 
to be official liquidator 


[{ Gazette, Feb. 17.] 
pLy Socretres Disso.vep. 
Reobary, Coteet. Feb7 


(Gazette, Feb. 17.) 








BALDWIN, Wim, Bardiagton, Selop, . 
's Betton, Southampton. March 9. Pared, Terretty, 


.J. Michelmore, Bl 
v Collis, ore, Bloomsbury 


Co: CHARLES, 
wi omy teed 
WwW 





CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
LAST DAY OF PROOF. 


March 6. Price v Wier, 


3) 


‘s Sutton, Southampton. Mar 9. Jared Terrett Hunt 


ork, Gent. Mar 5. Selby Brewing and Wine Com- 
.. Parker, Selby 
York, Farmer. Mar5. Frankland v Hopper, 


nity earn Mumchester” Mart, Bowyer v Lamb, Registrar, Manchester 


Manchester 
Maneatis Ae Teignmouth, Devon. Mar 5. Macleod v Muller, Chitty, J. 
~ Pep i Mostyn Hall, Flint. Mar 16. Mostyn v 
on 

.C. Bennett and Co, New sq, Lincoln’s inn 


(Gazette, Feb. 10.) 


mm, Summer jone, Barosley. Mar 2. Wintringham and Son v Carr, 
vem teh Mar 4. Hudson v Carreras, Bacon, 


C. Wood, 


Mar 14. Booth v Kauntze, Registrar, 


Tomas Woop, a, ¢ 
Bolg king Cheap" Mar 10, Snelgrove v Jameson, Pear- 


TATTERSALL, JANE, : 
‘Manchester District. ‘Sale and Co, Manchester 


( G@aaette, Feb, 13.) 
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BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTH 
HyYve.- Jan. 17, at 6, Camac-street, Calcutta, the wife of Henry T. Hyde, 


ster-at-law, of a son. 
MARRIAGE. 
PootEY—LovE.L.—Feb. 12, at St. Andrew’s, Fulham, Edmund Pooley, of Sloane- 
street, solicitor, to Clara, — a tt _ James Lovel. 


LYELL.—Feb. 11, at 6, Chalmers-crescent, Edinburgh, David Lyell, solicitor in 
the = reme Courts, aged 58, 
eb. 9, at Hillgrove House, near Stroud, Gloucestershire, Henry Pyne, 
: rister-at-law, late Assistant Commissioner Tithe and Inclosure Commis- 
ion, age 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


THE BANKRUPTCY ACT, 1883. 
Frmay, >. o> 1885. 
RECEIVING 


Abbott, Charles Henry, Birmingham, Hosier Birmingham. Pet Feb 9. Ord 
Feb 9. Exam March 3 at 2 
Bigs, John, Roydon, Essex, Blacksmith. Edmonton. Pet Feb10. Ord Feb 10. 
March 10 at 1 at Court House, Edmonton 
Besiton, © = pe gE Deansgate, Bolton, Chemist, Bolton. Pet Feb9. Ord Feb 9. 
e at 
Burleigh, Samuel Charles, and Charles John Chickeley Blake Plowden, Suffolk 
lane, es st, Contractors. High Court. Pet Nov22. Ord Feb 10. Exam 
March 25 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Byes. Henry, Bath, Gent. Bath. Pet Ton 24. Ord Feb 11. Exam March 12 at 


Cartwright, Bebt, Charles Ex Exton, Manchester. Gent. Salford. Pet Dec 20, Ord Feb 


Cascl og abe Henry, ‘Stratford on Avon, Warwickshire, Organist. Warwick. 
Pet Feb11. Ord Feb 11. Exam March 17 

Chawner, Fred, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer. Leicester. Pet Feb7, Ord Feb 
11. Exam March 4 at 10 

Cope, Jan James, een Grocer. Scarborough. Pet Feb 11, Ord Feb 11. 


arch 10 at1 
Orting. ty oellly Kirkley, Lowestoft, Fishing Boat Owner. Great Yarmouth. 
Pet Feb 11. Ord Feb il. Exam March 9 at 2. 30 at To 1, Great Yarmouth 
De M Joseph, Kin peice vi pon:Hull, Tailor. Kingston upon Hull. Pet Feb10. 
Ord Feb 10. Exam Feb 23 at 2 at Court House. Townhall, Hull 
George, Penzance, Boo er. Truro. Pet Feb 7, Ord Feb 9. Exam 


Everard, Edward, West Teignmouth, Devonshire, Booksell Exeter. Pet Feb 
9. Ord Feb 9. Fram Feb 26 at 11 eerie oe eee 





ey. Pet Jan 23. Ord Feb 9. ee bat 
Gardiner, Walter, qurers. |B Leather Seller. Liverpool. Pet Feb 10. Ord Feb 
}. Exam Feb 23 at 12at Court House, Government bdgs, Victoria street, 
iv 
Grieve. William, Aspatria, Cumberland, ae Carlisle. Pet Febi1, Ord Feb 
11, Exam Feb 25 at 11 at Court house, Carlisle 
Grove, Thomas, Ystradyfodwe, Sepeengnnine, Draper. Pontypridd. Pet Jan 
20. Feb7. Exam Feb 24 at 
— Catherine Fanny, Lanidloes, Montgomeryshire, Innkeeper. Newtown. 
Harris Pet Feb 9. Ord ag <4 aS Merthyr Tydfil. Pet 
° arles, Gellygaer, perenne e, Grocer. ert e 
Feb10. Ord Feb 4 Exam March od 
Herzog, Conrad, and Charles Wayte, Hatton gdn, Music Publishers. High 
Court. Pet Feb 11. Ord Febii. Exam Mar 6 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
» William John, Old Broad st, Clerk to a Stockbroker. High Court. Pet 
Feb'9. Ord Feb 9 "Exam March 20 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fiel 
ae, ees Stowmarket, Suffolk, Coachbuilder. Bury St Edmunds, Pet Jan 
Feb 10. Exam Feb 26 at 1 at Guildhall. B t Edmunds 
James it (Ea Owen, Sheffield, Ironmonger. Sheffield. Pet Febii. Ord Feb 
11. Ord Febii. Feb 26 at 11.30 
Houghton, Henry, am, Cheshire, Provision Dealer. Warrington. Pet Feb 


Hudson, Fanny, Burythorpe, Yorkshire, Farmer, Widow. Scarborough. Pet 

Feb 9, Ord Feb 9. "Exams March 10 at 12 : “i 

Huntley, William John, Compton st, Brunswick +. iommenee Butcher. 
pe Sovt. Pet Feb 10. Ord Feb10, Exam March 20 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s 


Hutton, W.8., Parliament st, Surveyor of Taxes. High Court. Pet Jan5, Ord 
5 Feb 11. Exam ‘eg 20 at 11 at 34. —— sinn —. Pet Fr 
enkinson, , Birmingham, esser. Birmingham. Pet Febii. Ord 
Feb 11. Woeeen Miaech 9 “ 


Johnson, John Wood, Newark upon Trent, Solicitor’s Clerk. Nottingham. Pet 
Feb 10. Ord Feb10. Exam March 17 
Jones. penis, ¢ Brecon, Saddler. Merthyr Tydfil. Pet Feb 10. Ord Feb 10. 


Juler, 7% Great Yarmouth, Watchmaker. Great Yarmouth. Pet Jan 28, 
Ord Fe ng a 9 at. ae at Zowmpel, Great Yarmouth a 

war Tunstall, oiderness. armer. Kin, m upon 

=i i. Pet Jani6. Ord Feb 11, — Fs. 9 at 2 at Court house Townhall, 


Macey, Henry John, and William George Macey, Lowestoft, Suffolk, Smack 
o ae Yarmouth. Pet Feb 10. Ord Feb 10. Exam March ’9 at 2.30 
‘ownhall, Grea’ Yarmou 
iets eb. Hieieate, & Guneey hd jurrey Boarding mete nag Pet Feb 9. 
‘ocer. 11, 
ere, John, f rrr borough, Scarborough. Pet Fe Ord [Feb 11. 


Miller, James Ruddie, Notdngham, Lace Manufacturer. Nottingham, Pet Feb 
11. Ord Febii. Exam Mar 17 


Henry, Leeds, Clerk. Leeds. Pet Feb9. OrdFeb9, Exam 


Nettleton, W: 
Mar 3 at 11 
a Leeds, Licensed Victualler. Leeds. Pot Feb 10. Ord Feb 10. 
Potter, Francis, AS ream Gardener. Poole. Pet Feb 11. Ord Feb 11. 








EE 





rd, tne Petbe. High Court. Pet 
9. Mar 17 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fiel 
agate John, at Curt Hous Grocer. Liv l. Pet Feb7. Ord¥Feb9. Exam Feb 
23 ouse, 5 db Victoria st, Liverpool 
‘William, end Philip Henry Kraft, jun, Nottingham, Frilling Manu- 
5 = aceon Pet Feb 10. Ord Feb 10. Exam Mar 17 
Smith, a Cardiff, Builder. Cardiff, Pet Feb 10. Ord Feb 10. 








Smith, John Frederick, Birmingham, Entertainment Manager. Birminghes | 


Pet Feb9. Ord Feb9, Exam Mar 5 at 2 
~ " . ees on Tees and Middles. 





Tyre penny, William He: 
POrd Feb 11. Exam Mar 17 at 11 at 34, 


Hackney rd, Upholterer. High Court, Pet Feb 

coln’s inn fi 

Wara, J Join, Cr Crossgates, Yorkshire, out of business. Leeds. Pet Feb 9. Ord 
Feb9. Exam Mar $at 11 


First MEETINGS. 


Abbott, Cheetos eo eeey, Biomingtem, Hosier. Feb 25 at 3. Official Receiver, 
Whitehall c ore row, Birmingham 
Barrand, Wal — me omnore Contractor. Feb 20 at 3.30. Official Receiver, Ive- 


prs chbrs, Bradford 
th, Preston, Draper. Feb 20 at 3. Official Receiver, 14, Chapel 


Blac urn, Elizabeth 
st, Pract 
a. * 5? - Butler, Malmesbury rd, Bow, Grocer. Feb 26 ati. 33, Carey st, 
co. 
Boukon. Je oe Seels, Deansgate, Bolton, Chemist. Feb 23 at 11. 16, Wood st, 
olton 
Boyce, William, Basinghall st, Manufacturer. Feb 23 at 2. 33, Carey st, Lin- 
coln’s inn 
Butcher, William Mexwell, Wormwood st, Engineer’s Factor. Feb 26 at2. 33, 
Carey st, Lincoln’s 
Crowns, Fee Fred, ae Bootmaker. Feb 26 at 3. Official Receiver, 28, Friar 
e ter 
Onristmas, 7 Thomas Vale, Basildon, Essex, Farmer. Feb 26 at3. County Court, 


R 

Conder, Richard, Ball’s Pond rd, Builder. Feb 24 at 12. High Court, Portugal 
st, ipo inn fields 

ie % James, Bridlington, heb cis ga Grocer. Feb 25 at 11.30, Official Receiver, 

cobetonae st, Scarboro ough 

Drewry, Heajemin, , Upper Marylebone st, Cheesemonger. Feb 24 at 11. 33, Carey 
st. co. 

Ellis, eareae, Penzance, Bootmaker. Feb 21 at 12. Official Receiver, Boscawen 


st, 

Everard, Edward, b af nad Teignmouth, Devonshire, Bookseller. Feb 24 at11. 33, 
Carey st, Lincoln’s 

Farns, in Oy Ig htham, Kent, Baker. Feb 20 at 12. Spencer and Reeve, Mount 
Pleasant, ‘Tonbridge ells 

Gosschalk, George, verpool, Toy Dealer. Feb 24 at 2, Official Receiver, 35, 
Victoria’ st, Liverpool 

Gowlland, Richard, and Albert George Abraham, Gt St Helen’s, Wharfingers, 
Feb 26 at 11, Bankruptcy bldgs, High Court, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Green, Thomas, Shaddongate, Carlisle, Cotton Carder. Feb 23 at 12. Official 
Receiver, 34, Fisher st, Carlisle 

Grove, Thomas, Ystracyfodwe, Glamorganshire, Draper. Feb 20 at 3. Official 
Receiver, peesthyr Tydfil 

Grieve, W: . A apereia, Cumberland, Tailor. Feb 25 at12, Official Receiver, 
34, Fisher si 

Harris, John Charles, G Gellygaer, Glamorganshire, Grocer. Feb 24 at12. Official 
Receiver, Merth: Ty: 

, William pson, London rd, Tailor. Feb 26 at 11. 33, Carey st, 

Lincoln’s inn 

Ha —— sna W. Leadenhall st, Shipbrokers. Feb 27 at 12. 

Mee Potted st, oe hole fields 
Hey, J a Batley, At > ne Feb 20 at 3. Bath Hotel, Batle 
7 x4 oseph, Leeds, Ironmonger. ar2atil. Official Receiver, 22, Park row, 


Houghton, Henry, Lymm, Cheshire, Provision Dealer. Feb 23 at 11. Official 
Receiver, Vy st, Warrington : 
Hudson, y, Burythorpe, Yorkshire, peer. Feb 23 at 11.30. Officia 
Receiver, 74, 34, Newbosonal st, Scarborough 

Imray, William, Cannon st, Traveller. Feb 24at12. 33, Coser st, Lincoln’s inn 

Jen m, Henry, Birmingham, Hairdresser. Feb 27 at 11. Official Receiver, 
Whitehall chbrs, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Johnson, John Wood, pak cwars on Trent, Solicitor’s Clerk. Feb 23at12. Official 
Receiver, Exchange walk igham 

J ones, David, High St, Brecon, £ Saddler. Feb 24at1i. Official Receiver, Merthyr 


Kinsley, Thomas James, Gaisford st, Kentish Town rd, Solicitor’s Clerk. Feb 23 
at 11, 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Linney, William, Southwell, Nottinghamshire, Farmer. Feb 20 at 12. Official 
Receiver, Exchange walk, N otting 

We Henpen, paper Gloucester Sl, St Marylebone, Widow. Feb 20 at 2. 33, 

s co) 

Meson Christoph her Hugh Spencer rd, Hornsey, Financial Agent. Feb 24 at 
12,30. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Matthews, Richard Edwin, Glasshouse use st, Regent st, fy oad Trimming Seller. 
Feb 23 at 12. ) tame y bldgs, Tortagal st, Lincoln’s 

wen, & —- — Seketlon st, Soho, ‘otel Bropeietor. Feb 24at2. 33, Carey 
st, 

Miers, John, Scarborough, Grocer. Feb 24 at11.30. Official Receiver; 74, New- 

rough st, Scarboroug 
Moon, illiam, Andover, Gentleman. Feb 28 at 1.30. Official Receiver, 


Morgan, David, Sevenoaks, Kent, Contractor. Feb 20 at 2.30. Spencer and 
ve, Mount Pl leasant, Tonbridge We : 
Nettleton, William Henry, Leeds, Clerk. Feb 23 at 11. Official Receiver, St 
Andrew’s chbrs, = Park row, Leeds 
Newton, George John, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer. Feb 23 at2. Official 


Receiver, ag walk, yeik, Nostinghem 
Pearee, iam % » Nottingham aker, Feb 21 at 12. Official Receiver, Ex- 
oO 


Portemuth, Kibort  Dacinaetoke, Manure Merchant. Feb 21 at 11.30. Red Lion 
tom, A. M,, eedle st, Merchant. Feb 23 at11. 338, Carey st, Lincoln’s 


Bowes One. L subeosk. Birmingham, Metal Worker. Feb 26 at 
Official er, White aM brs, Colmore row, Birmingham 
honien nGent, Feb 20 at 12. Official ver, 5, Petty 


. and Philip Hi Kraft, jun, Nottingham, Frilling 
. Keb 24 at 2. 7 Official Rantves Exchange walk, Not. 


ta 
smee, James Richard, Maldon, Essex, Barge Owner. Fe 24 at 11. County 


dakees: Horace, 
Cury, Cambri 

aa John W: 

anufacturers. 


Court, Maldon 
Smith, John Frederick, Birmingham, Entertainment Manager. Feb 26 at 3. 
Official Receiver, Whitehall chbrs, Colmore row, Birmingham 


Stonehouse, John Seatihnes, Yorkshire, Draper. Feb 20ati1. Official Receiver, 
8, Albert rd, 


Middlesborough 
aote George, Chel n Builder. Feb 20 + 8. A’. Court, Cheltenham. 
Ti Wi Geers, © Staffordshire, Pro = Dealer. Feb 25 at 11. 
Receiver, B 


nail Nt William, N Clerk. Feb 20 at2. Official Receiver, Exchange 


wall 
Wend? out of business. Feb 23 at 12, Official Receiver, St 
jin ee chbrs, 22, Park row, Leeds i 
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Weaver, George, Boscombe, nr Bournemouth, Builder. Feb 21 at1. Official 


er, 
Yarw el go , tonge Ntaoua m, General Dealer. Feb 24 at 12. Official Receiver, 
Exckange wal 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Baker, wien Flitwick, Bedfordshire, Timber Merchant. Bedford. Pet Jan 
8) e 
Beno, ee = Caste ot a oy, Y Whitechapel, Dealer in Foreign Pickles. High 
Jan 
ag fsinclatr, Swansea, Draper. Swansea. Pet Jan 28. Ord Feb 
Cox, Hankinson, “Arlington st, Piccadilly, Gentleman. High Court. Pet 


Robert 
Oct 8. Ord Feb 9 
Davis, Godfrey, Colville gardens, Bayswater, Diamond Merchant. High Court. 
Dec Ord Feb 9 


y J ohn, Snaith, Yorkshire, out of business. Wakefield. Pet Feb6. Ord 


ag George William, Hove, Sussex, Dairyman. Brighton. Pet Jan 26. Ord 
b 10 

ore Thomas, Shaddongate, Carlisle, Cotton Carder. Carlisle. Pet Feb7. Ord 

i Charles Samuel, and Charles Frederick Gully, Staple am, Gloucester- 
, Boot Manufacturers. Bristol. Pet Jan 26. Gra Feb 1 

Harris, John Charles, Gellygaer, Glamorganshire, Grocer, ‘Merthyr Tydfil. Pet 
Feb 10. 

Hey, John, Batley, Yorkshire, Innkeeper. Dewsbury. Pet Feb4. Ord Feb9 

Houghton, He a -Lymm, Cheshire, vision Dealer. Warrington. Pet Feb 
0. eb 
. B, petedy Maiden, Weston super Mare, Music Seller. Bridgwater. Pet 


J 
23. Ord 
Fn ere William, and Alfred Winters, Leicester, Boot Manufacturers. 
Leicester. Pet Jan8. Ord Feb 

Lowder, » Alfred 3 yaa  Welvethamatin, Glass Dealer. Wolverhampton. Pet 


Feb 3. 
McCandish, Richard Dickie, Holl ov ilese, Highgate, Clerk to a Company. 
High Court. Pet Dec 4. Grd Fe 
Macey, Henry agen and William ae Macey, Lowestoft, Smackowners. 
Great Yarm — h. Pet Febi0. Ord Feb 10 
, Alfred, 4 Walter Henry ot Newport, Mon, Provision Merchants. 


Newport Mon. PetJani7. Ord Feb 
re, Isabella Anne, Hinckley, Lelveshaehiien, Milliner. Leicester. Pet Dec 


10. Ord Feb 7 
Nettleton. William Henry, Leeds, Clerk. Leeds. Pet Feb9. Ord Feb9 
aerene, — d {orthumberland, Innkeeper. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet 
eb 4 e 
vine, 5 James, Lowestoft, Fishing Boat Owner. Gt Yarmouth. Pet Feb4. Ord 
Thomas, censed Victualler. Leeds. Pet Feb10. Ord Feb 11 


Leeds, Li 
Pierce, Arthur Charles, Liverpool, Grocer. Liverpool. Pet Jan 26. Ord Feb 11 
Pinder, Charles, Bolton, Lancashire, Watchmaker. Bolton. Pet Feb 5. Ord 


Feb 10 
Portsmouth, Albert, Basingstoke, Manure Merchant. Winchester. Pet Feb 7. 
'e 
Risbrock, Bury St Edmunds, Widow. Bury St Edmunds. Pet Dec 17. Ord 


Feb 10 

oe J Julius, Old Kent rd, Tailor. High Court. Pet Dec 29. Ord Feb 9 

Rowberry, Charles Henry, apemnaeee, Birmingham, Metal Worker. Birming- 
ham. Pet Feb9. Ord Feb 

— Dater C, Nelson ~4 , Suspoteny to Globe Telegraph Com- 

High Court. Pet Nov 27. Ord Feb 

Stone louse, John, Staithes, Tosiakite, Mownee. Stockton on Tees and Middles- 
boro Pet Feb9. Ord Feb 

Salton, Tames, ¥ Bollin Fee, Cheshire, Licensed Victualler. Manchester. Pet Feb 
4, rd il 

Taylor, William Henry, Walbrook, Chemist. et High Court. Pet Dec 19. Ord end ° 

Ti oo, Fe ower, Staffords ovision Dealer. Birmingham 

et Feb 7 

Turner, Mark, Sheffield, Grocer. Sheffield. Pet Feb9. Ord Feb9 

Ward, John, Crossgate, Yorkshire, out of business. Leeds. Pet Feb 9. Ord Feb 10 

Woolner, Richard, and Walter Nugent Morton, Muscovy court, Tower hill, 
Cornfactors. High Court. Pet Dec4, Ord Feb7 

Wren, ee Chichester, Sussex, Licensed V: eae. Brighton. Pét Jan 26. 


Ord Feb 1 
TUESDAY, Feb. 17, 1885. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Ainsworth, Edward, Manchester, Wholesale Smallware Dealer. Manchester. 
Pet Feb i2. Ord Feb 12. Exam Mar 2 at 12.30 

Arnall, John Thomas. Brigg, Lincolnshire, Veter ney eat a. Gt Grimsby. 
Pet Feb13. Ord Feb 13 xam Mar 4 at Townhall 

Browse, Arthur James Brook, Torquay, Tailor. ee Pe Feb 13. Ord Feb 
18. Exam Mar 12 at 11 

Burrows, Wilson Brailsford, Bradford, Yorkshire, Assistant Surgeon-Dentist. 
Bradford. Pet Febi3, Ord ¥eb14. Exam Mar 6 at 12 

Cokayne, Thomas Aston, Painswick, Gloucestershire, Esq. Gloucester. Pet 

one Th — Conta io iad ae hur H Hill, Birmingh F Drapers. 
wet omas m, an¢ enry am, Fancy Dra 

ham. Pet Feb 12. Ont Feb 12. ‘Exam Mar 10 at?” . 





Eepe, 


catty Sm Naar , Machinist. Nottingham. Pot Feb 14, Ord Feb 
xam Mar 
mnis, Thomas Gullitord, Bivestcn, Devonshire, Builder. Exeter. Pet Feb 14. 
Ord rd Feb 14. Exam Mar i2 at 


Elliott, Andrew, png Ag Liverpool. PetFeb13. Ord Feb13. Exam 
Feb 26 at 11.30 at Court h ouse, Soversness bh Victoria st, Liverpool 
Field, Wil M Instrumen 


liam Orange, Everton, it x 
Liverpool. Pet Feb 12. Ord Feb 1 12. ize ‘eb 23 at 12 at Court house, 
Government bldgs. Victoria st, Liverpool 

Henderson, Alexander Cameron, — Draper’s Assistant. Gloucester. 
Hexamer, Elizabeth 


Pet Febi3, Ord Fep 13. Exam 
h Court. Pet Feb 14. Ord Feb 
14. Exam Mar 20 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fi 


, Edgware rd, Baker. _ 
Holt, James, Leeds, Shop Assistant. Leeds. “Pet Feb 14. Ord Feb 14. Exam 
Mar 8 at 11 


Hesneey, a H, Nosthampton, Beer Retailer. Northampton. Pet Feb 14. Ord 

Hubbard, Horstio Leather lane, Holborn, Baker. h Court. Pet Dec1. Ord 
Feb 11.’ Exam March 20 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fiel 

Jenckell, Francis, Bradford, Yorkshire, Tobacco Merchant. Bradford. Pet 
Feb 14. Ord Feb 14. Exam March 6 at t 


san, James, Dealer. Cardiff. Pet Feb 12, Ord Feb 12. 
m March 13 at 2 
Jones, Bidne Depp oh super Mare, Tailor. Bridgwater. Pet Feb 9, Ord Feb 
xam Fe’ a 
sae Tho: Pres Lancashire, General Draper. Preston. Pet Feb 12 
Ord Feb 12. 


Mareh 
Jones, petiene, Gower Glamorganshire, Grocer. Carmarthen, Pet Feb 13, 
8. Exam ys 





Litchfield, John, Longton, Staffordshire, Chemist. Stoke upon Trent and 
Lor . PetFeb10. Ord Feb 10. Exam Feb 25 at 11.15 


Lo Lesoubnecnm, . Leicester. Pet Jan 30, 
Ord Feb 13 13. Exam March 4 at 10 


Messiter, Charles Alston, Yeovil, Somersetshire, Gent. Court. Pet Sept 
4. Ord Febii. Exam ay bE OE 11 oa Lincoln’s inn fields 
Mines, Stephen, Cheltenham. Pet Feb12. Ord Feb 
— Marth avil, out of business. Merthyr Tydvil. Pet Feb 
° e e 
uit, Ord Feb 12. Exam 


Charles Hope Johnston, "Carlisle, Yeast Agent. Carlisle. Pet Feb 12. 
wort Ord Feb 2. J fhe xa Feb "Rate a omy , Carpenter. ie Pet 
chard Oa ray High 'e 
Feb 36. Ord Feb 12. Exam March 19 at 12 at | 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Nunn, Sophia Ann, Ordnance rd, St. John’s Wood, Grocer. High Court. Pet 
Jan10. Ord Feb 18. Exam March 19 at 12.90 at 3h, Lincoln’s inn fie 
+. yaaa Hay Dealer. Wandsworth. Pet Febi2. Ord 


yo ye Lace Manufacturer. Nottingham. Pet 


17 
Richardfon, John Henry. Stanton, Winchcomb, ene, Farmer. Chelten- 

ham. Pet Feb 12. Ord Feb 12. Exam March ¢ 
Rideway, Waterloo 


Ri Alexan: and Tobias Gainsford pl, Army 
fgents., High Court. Pet Feb 11. Ord Feb 12, Exam March 19 a ll at 34, 
coln’s 

John Kime, Kingston upon Hull, Hairdresser. m upon Hull. 

Pet Feb 14. Ord Feb 14. Exam March 9'at 2. Court house, Ht 
Walsall, Coal Merchant. Walsall. Pet Feb Feb 12. Ord Feb 12. 
, Thomas James, B rd, Mile End, Coal pa gl h Court. 
‘an 23. Ord Feb 12. ones doh tf of Ii'at On Linoolurs inn 
Thomas, B fs) Bedfordshire, Grocer. Luton. Pet feb 14. Ord 


irdsey, Stu 
Feb 14. Exam March 26 at 2 
Pembroke Dock, Grocer. Pembroke Dock. Pet Feb 11. 








Thomas, bs Ord 
Feb 12. Exam Feb 2% at 11.30 

Toogood, | P manene Ridier, Mount Pleasant, nr Stockton on Tees, Grocer. Stock- 
ton on Tees and Middles borough. Pet eb 12. Ord Feb12. Exam Feb 18 at 11 


Williamson, Robert, Wallets nr Brough, Yorkshire, out of business. 
ton on upon Hy Hull. Pet Feb 18. Ord Feb 43. Exam March 9 at 2 at Court house, 


Wat rt, John, eealisbury, Builder, Salisbury. Pet Feb 12. Ord Feb 12. Exam 
March 13 at 12 


NOTICE OF DaTE OF PUBLIC EXAMINATION. 


Lewis, Lewis T., Searle eat, Lincoln’sinn. High Court, Exam Feb 26 at 12.30 at 
34, Tinscln's inn fields 
First MEETINGS. 
Ainsworth, Edw: ard, Manchester, Smallware Desles. March 2 at 3. Official 
Receiver, Ogden’s chmbrs, ‘Bridge st, Mancheste: 
oy J oe omae, Lincolnshire, Veterinary Surgeon. Feb 26 at 11. 
he Angel Hote! 





oa + ad ‘Slane st, Builder. Mar2atii. Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, 
co) 
By, R. ats Bath, Gent. Feb 24 at 12.30. Official Receiver, Bank chmbrs, 
Cartwright, Charles Exton, ‘Manchester, Gent. Feb 25 at 11.30. Court House 
Encombe pl, ‘ord 
Caseley, John Henry, Stratford on Avon, Organist. Feb 24 at 11.30. Shakespere 
cas “Thomas Cux om a Arthur H Hill, Pieminghom. F Dra) 
‘ole, Thomas Cuxton ur cary 5 ‘ancy pers. 
Feb 97 at 3. Official Receiver, Whitehall chmbrs, Colmore, Birming 
Cokayne, eye Aston, Painswick, Gloucestershire, Esq Feb 24at3.15. Royal 
George Hotel, Stroud 
Opting, George, Lowestoft, Suffolk, Boat Owner. Feb 24at 3. Suffolk Hotel, 
De ‘tin Joseph, Kingston on Hull, Tailor. Feb 24 at12. Hall of Hull Incor- 
porated Law Society, Hull 
Marie Charles, South grove, Peckham, Caterer. Feb 26 at 12, 33, 
Carey st, in, Mawie < 
Hees, Comets 5Y Fanny, esas Montgomery, Innkeeper. Feb 25 at 1. Offi- 
iver, Liens _—_ 
Hammett, James, Seven Sisters’ als, Ling ap ening Tee Machine Dealer. Feb 
27 at 2. Bankruptcy bidgs, Pornigal st, 1 st, oa s inn fields 
Hiendeence. Alexander Camero: per’s Assistant. Feb 26 at 12. 
Recntver, 84, Barton st Gloucezter ” 
Holt Arthur, Stowmarket, Suffolk, Coachbuilder. Feb 24 at 11.30. Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Port st, Lipeoin’s inn 
Jones, Sidney, 1." Warten cesier Mate, Tailor. Feb 26 at 11.30. Railway 
Hotel, heme super 
Jones, General Draper. Feb 26 at3. Official Re- 
ceiver, Ogden’ s chbrs, ge st, Manchester 
Lane, —— Newark upon =F, Ironmonger. Mar 2 at 12. Clinton Arms, 
Linton, Henry, Old st, St Luke’s, Tei Dealer. Feb 27 at 12. Bankruptcy 
1 Portugal st st, Lincoln's inn fi 
eld, Biatfordshire, Chemist. Feb 24 at 3. North Stafford 
Station J Hotel stoke on 
tg, Fe. William George Mossy, Lowestoft, Suffolk, Smack 
som oa Suffol Hotel, 
Boarding house Keeper. Feb 24 at 12.30. White 
Lace Manufacturer. Feb 25 at 12. Official 
Thomas pienende. S Lead Merchant. Mar 2 at 11. 
nam eltenham, Gasfitter. Fee: 26 at 2.30. County Court, Chel- 
Lar: te eb Sete. Feb 26 at 12. Official 
weet Ghaties Hope’ Jot 
and Johnston, Carlisle, Yeast Agent. Feb 26 at 12. Official 
ver, 34, 
Norris, Richie Ont ridge, Rattray rd, Brixton, Carpenter. Feb 27 at 11. 33, 
Linco 8 
tter, Fran = ae Gardener. Feb 2 at 12.45. The 
Pembroke Ee Bournemouw th, 
Rawle, William Henry, No’ etree, Lace Manufacturer. Feb 25 at 12. Official 
ver, oO 
, Stanton, Gloucestershire, Farmer. Feb 26 at 3.30. 


Ri 

County Court, Chel: 

eae ae Feb 27 at 1. 33, 
Charnes, Jenn Rie. a Hairdresser. Feb 28 at 11. Incorpor- 
Sherry, John, * Segeegaben: 26 at 8. Official Receiver, 35, Victoria st, 


Es) Michael, Old Broad st, Merchant, Mar 11 at 12. Bankruptcy bldgs, 





Ord Ws & 
Burslem, Staffordshire, Licensed Victualler. Hanley, Burslem, 
and ate Pet Feb 13, Ord Feb'i8,-Exam March 13 at 11 a¢ Townhall, 


Sag a Stags: Mridey hoe ee. Mar 3 at 2. 
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Stinson, John Walsall, Coal Merchant. Feb 25 at 3. Official Receiver, Walsall 
Thomas, William, Pembroke st, Pembroke Dock, Grocer. Feb 24 at 12.45. Official 


bp 8. Quay st, Carmarthen 
Turner, Mari, Sheffield, Grocer. Feb 25 at 2 Official Receiver, Figtree lane, 


Charles, Ettington, Warwickshire, Farmer. Feb 26 at1. Official Re- 
ceiver, Whitehall chbrs, Colmore row, Birmingham 
Van Dieren, Herman Joseph, te Holborn, | Licensed Victualler. Feb 27 at 2. 
bldgs, Poues st, Lin 
Ww ee Builder. * Feb % 26 * 8. 3. Official Receiver, Salis ma | 
Ty amg st, Haymarket, Doctor of Medicine. Feb 27 at 
11. 33, aa st, joe 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Abbott, George L., Liverpool, Estate Agent, Liverpool. Pet Dec 29. Ord 


Feb 12 
. Paul, and J: nee Charles Cross, Bristol, Provision Merchants. Bristol. 
Pet Jani2. Ord Feb 
xy John Cana! St John strd, Draper. High Court. Pet Nov 27. Ord 


Bendew, Dewi vid, Figzeostie on Tyne, Hat Manufacturer. Newcastle on Tyne. 
‘eb 3. Ord 
Browne, Hi Hodsell, Tonbridge, Kent, Wheelwright. Tonbridge Wells. 
Pet Jan 16. d Feb 10 
ley, Edward, Ciitton hill St John’s Wood, Fancy Stationer. High Court. 
Pet Dac 13. Ord Feb1 
Crew, William, Luton, Bedfordshire, Warehouseman. Luton. Pet Jan28. Ord 


Feb 12 
, Josiah —, Manchester, Licensed Victualler. Manchester. Pet 
Nov 11. Ord Feb 
eb omas Gulliford, Silverton, Devonshire, Builder. Exeter. Pet Feb 14. 
ora 'e 
De W William Henry, Thomas Andrew De Wolf, qua George De Wolf, 
Samet Shipowners. Liverpool. Pet Jans. Ord Feb 
rd, Bow, Brush Manufacturer. High Court. Pet Jan 
17. Ord Feb 12 
George. Penzance, Cornwall, Bootmaker. Truro. Pet Feb7. Ord Feb 11 
— Church’ st, Shoreditch, Outhtter. High Court. Pet Jan 22, Ord 
‘= rge Frederick, Nottingham, Painter. Nottingham. Pet Jan 28. 
Ord Fe’ 
. Robert Fuller, Newbury, Berkshire, Gentleman. Newbury. Pet Dec 


15. Ord Feb 13 
a, , Aspatria, Cumberland, Tailor. Carlisle. Pet Feb 11. Ord 


Grove, Thomas, Ystradyfodwg, Glamo hire, Dra: Pontypridd. Pet J 
ty am 5 yf z: rgans per. Pontypri et Jan 


Abraham, New Mills, Derbyshire, Grocer. Stockport. Pet Jan 31. 


Ord Feb 14 
enderson, Alexander Seeieen, Gloucester, Draper’s Assistant. Gloucester. 
Pet Feb 13. Ord Feb 1: 


beth, and Walter games Harmsworth, Bedford, Cabinet Makers. 
Bedford. Pet Jan29. Ord Feb 1 


a 4 Eli, Northampton, Beer Retailer. Northampton. Pet Feb 14. Ord 
'e 


Howard, Edward, Upper Gloucester pl, Dorset sq, Build 
Dee 10. Ord Feb 14 pl, Dorset sq er. High Court. Pet 


— Henry, , ey Hairdresser. Birmingham. Pet Febi1. Ord 
e 


Joa, Frederick, Ibstock, Leicestershire, Grocer. Leicester. Pet Jan 31. Ord 


= <3 Same, Liverpool, Hardware Merchant. Liverpool. Pet Jan 27. Ord 


Walter, Ilkeston, Derbyshire, Grocer. Derby. Pet Jan10. Ord Feb 13 
sowes Thomas, Bingicy, Yorkshire, Farmer. Bradford. Pet Jan 30. Ord 


omm, Bommel -, Gloucester pl, St Marylebone, Widow. High Vourt, Pet Nov 
Teen, J John Seon, Littlebury, Essex, Farmer. Cambridge. Pet Jan30. Ord 


M Jeremiah, Merth dfil, out of 
mans. 2 reania yr Ty ou business. Merthyr Tydfil. Pet Feb 


M Charles H Johnston, Carlisle, ’ . t x 
eee, © = ope Jo m, Carlisle, Yeast Agent. Carlisle. Pet Feb 12. 
anlig. Charles, Godliman st, Fur Merchant. High Court. Pet Jan 7. Ord 


van ohn, Berwick st, Oxford 
pord Feb —_ ord st, Boot Dealer. High Court. Pet Jan 15, 


owdrill, James, Sh h: Leicestershire, 
r= Ta 2 rae eens ed, Licensed Victualler. Leicester. 





Rawle, William Henry, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer. Nottinghani, 

Pet Feb 12. Ord Feb 1 

Ler Z omy, Se pepeen, Myrtle st, Hoxton, Timber Dealer. High Courf, 

Rickett, Samuel, ottington, Nottinghamshire, Joiner. Nottingham. Pet Jan 
30. 


Ord Feb 13 
Rebersaon, J; Walbrook, Builder’s Merchant. High Court. Pet Dec 8. Ord 








Feb1 
Rogers, ip. V., Godliman st, Furrier. High Court. Pet Nov 24. Ord Feb 12 
Russell bo Howard, Duke st, Adelphi, Solicitor. High Court. Pet Dec 11, 
Ord Feb1 


2 
Sissons, | ponent, Lawrence lane, Commission Agent. High Court. Pet Jan 21, 


Smith, John Frederick, Jieutaghem, Entertainment Manager. Birmingham, 
Pet Feb 9. Ord Feb 1 
tinson, John ONWValsail, "Staffordshire, Coal Merchant. Walsall. Pet Feb 12, 
Ord Feb 13 

Taylor, George, Cheltenham, Builder. Cheltenham. Pet Feb7. Ord Feb 12 

Thomas, W: m, Pembroke st, Pembroke Dock, Grocer. Pembroke Dock. Pet 
Febit, Ord Feb 13 

Vestey, Samuel, Liverpool, Provision Merchant. Liverpool. Pet Jan27. Ord 


Webb, Charles Stephen, Woodford, Essex. High Court. PetJan5. Ord Feb 

Whiteman, Spencer, Hastings, Bookseller. Hastings. Pet Jan9. Ord Feb 13 

Zuccani, E 0, Brick lane, Spitalfields, Commercial Clerk. High Court. Pet 
Nov 20. Ord Feb 11 





The Subscription to the Souicrrors’ Journal is—Town, 268, ; Country, 
28s. ; with the Waexty Rerorrsr, 528. Payment in advance includes 
Double Numbers and Postage. Subscribers can have their Volumes 
bound at the office—cloth, 2s. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 


All letters intended for publication in the “ Solicitors’ Journal’’ must b¢ 
authenticated by the name of the writer. 


Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the Journal with regularity 
in the Country, it is requested that application be made direct to the 
Publisher. 
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